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Infantry arm.

First Lieut. Matthias Crowley, Seventh Infantry, to be captain,
December 11, 1900,

First Lient. Jacques de L. Lafitte, First Infantry, to be captain,
December 11, 1900,

First Lieut. John J. Bradley, Fourteenth Infantry, to be captain,
December 17, 1800.

APPOINTMENTS IN THE VOLUNTEER ARMY,
GENERAL OFFICERS,
To be brigadier-generals.

Col. Sammuel M. Whitside, Tenth Cavalry, United States Army,
January 3, 1901. 3

Maj. Charles Bird, quartermaster, United States Army, Janu-
ary 3, 1901,

STAFF OFFICERS.

First Lieut. Edward C. Brooks, Sixth Cavalry, United States

Army, to be quartermaster of volunteers with the rank of major,

January 3, 1901.

Capt. Charles Willeox, assistant surgeon, United States Army,
to be surgeon of volunteers with the rank of major, January 3, 1901.

Capt. Henry A. Shaw, assistant surgeon, United States Army,
to be surgeon of volunteers with the rank of major, December 19,
1900.

LINE OFFICERS.
Forty-fourth Infantry.

First Sergt. Ralph W. Jones, Company H, Forty-fourth Infan-
try, United States Volunteers, to be second lientenant, December

15, 1900,
Thirtieth Infantry.
First Sergt. William B, Wallace, Company G, Thirtieth Infantry,
to be second lientenant, January 3, 1901.
Thirty-fourih Infantry.
First Sergt. John F. Murphy, Company G, Thirty-fourth In-
fantry, to be second lieutenant, January 3, 1901,
Forty-first Infantry.
Battalion Sergt. Maj. Reuel E. Sherwood, Forty-first Infantry,
to be second lieutenant, January 3, 1901.
Forty-eighth Infantry.
Q. M. Sergt. William L. Gee, Forty-eighth Infantry, tobe second
lientenant, January 3, 1901,
PROMOTIONS IN THE VOLUNTEER ARMY,
Forty-third Infaniry.
First Lient. Henry J. Stewart, Forty-third Infantry, to be cap-
tain, December 31, 1900. : A
Second Lieut. Walter S. Price, Forty-third Infantry, to be lieu-
tenant, December 31, 1900.
Forty-sizth Infantry.
First Lieut. Charles F. Wonson, Forty-sixth Infantry, to be cap-
tain, December 30, 1900. i ]
Second Lieut, Frank S, Leisenring, Forty-sixth Infantry, to be
first lientenant, December 30, 1900.
Forty-seventh Infantry.
Second Lieut. Paul W. Harrison, Forty-seventh Infantry, to be
first lieutenant, December 25, 1900.
Forty-eighth Infantry.
Second Lieunt. John K. Rice, Forty-eighth Infantry, to be first
lieutenant, December 23, 1900.

Corpl. George Steunenberg, Troop A, Eleventh Cavalry, United
States Volunteers, to be first lientenant, December 20, 1900,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Moxpay, January 7, 1901.

The House was called to order by the Clerk, Hon. ALEXANDER
McDowELL, who directed the reading of the following communi-
tion:
i SPEAKER'S RooM, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, D. C., January 7, 1901
To the House of Representalives:

I hereby designate and name Mr, Jorx DALZELL, & Representative from
the State of Pennsylvania, to perform the duties of the Chair during this

gy i s D. B. HENDERSON,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.
Mr. DALZELL accordingly took the chair as Speaker pro tem-
pore.
Pﬁayer was offered by the Chaplain, Rev. HENrRY N, COUDEN,

The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday was read and ap-
proved,

MESSAGE FROM TXE SENATE.

A message from the Senate, by Mr. PLATT, one of its clerks,
announced that the Senate had passed bills of the following
titles; in which the concurrence of the House was requested:

8. 8313, An act extending the mining laws to saline lands;

S. 97. An act for the relief of Edward Byrne;

8. 2270, An act appropriating 85,000 to inclose and beautify the
monument on the Moores Creek battlefield, North Carolina;

S, 2470. An act for the relief of G, G. Martin;

S. 8349. An act to amend an act entitled ‘“An act granting to
the Eastern Nebraska and Gulf Railway Company right of way
through the Omaha and Winnebago Indian reservations, in the
State of Nebraska,” by extending the time for the construction of
said railway;

S. 4436. An act providing a means of acquiring title to two
groves of Sequoia gigantea, in the State of California, with a
view to making national parks thereof;

S. 4880. An act to amend an act entitled “An act granting the
right to the Omaha Northern Railway Company to construct a
railway across. and establish stations on, the Omaha and Winne-
bago Reservation, in the State of Nebraska, and for other pur-
poses,” by extending the time for the construction of said railway;

an

S. 4804. An act to regnlate the production and sale of milk and
cream in and for the District of Columbia. .

The me also announced that the Senate had passed without
amendment bill of the following title:

H. R. 12447, Anact toamend an actapproved June 1, A. D, 1900,
entitled ““An act to create the southern division of the southern
district of lowa for judicial purposes, and to fix the time and place
for holding court therein.”

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with
amendments bills of the following titles in which the concurrence
of the House was requested:

H. R.11821. Anact to ratify and confirm an agreement with the
Muscogee or Creek tribe of Indians, and for other purposes; and

H. R, 11820, An act to ratify and confirm an agreement with the
Cherokee tribe of Indians, and for other purposes,

SENATE BILLS REFERRED.,

Under clause 2 of Rule XXTV, Senate bills of the following titles
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to their appro-
priate committees as indicated below:

S. 4880. An act to amend an act entitled ‘“An act granting the
right to the Omaha Northern Railway Company to construct a
railway across, and establish stations on, the Omaha and Winne-
bago Reservation, in the State of Nebraska, and for other pur-
poses,” by extending the time for the construction of said railway—
to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

S. 4436, An act providing a means of acquiring title to two
groves of Sequoil;znffgantea. in the State of California, with a view
E mdaking national parks thereof—to the Committee on the Public

ands.

5. 3349, An act to amend an act entitled “An act granting to
the Eastern Nebraska and Gulf Railway Company right of way
through the Omaha and Winnebago Indian reservations, in the
State of Nebraska,” by extending the time for the construction
of said railway—to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

S. 2270. An act appropriating $5,000 to inclose and beautify the
monument on the Moores Creek battlefield, North Carolina—to
the Committee on Mili Affairs.

8.97. An act for the relief of Edward Byrne—to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

8. 2470. An act for the relief of &. G. Martin—to the Commit-
tee on Military Affairs.

S. 4804. An act to regulate the gaduction and sale of milk and
cream in and for the District of Columbia—to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

CORRECTION,

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, I desire to correct the RECORD,
On page 652, when the gentleman from Maine on Saturday had
the floor, this colloquy took place:

Mr. Horkins. Well, now, I deny it. I am not as familiar with pettifog-
ging as the gentleman.

h%r. LitTLEFIELD. I will prove it ont of the RECORD itself.

Mr. Hoprkiss. That is right enough il the gentleman from Maine
thinks he ean effect anything in that way, because if there is any man who
knaw;{!:gttar than snother what can be done in that way it is the gentleman
fr i

%?r. thlfnnmnn. The gentleman from Maine never yet defended a erim-
inal, but he has prosecuted several in his time and he is after one now.

Mr. HoPkixs. That is the line of argument that we would expect from
the gentleman from Maine from his previous course upon this floor, and I
want to say to him right now that that will not change the course of the
majority of this committee in the least. The facts that were preﬁunmdtlg
me yesterday are facts that I am willing to stand by regardless of the atti-
tude of the gentleman or his remarks to me personally this morning.

Now, in the revision, the gentleman from Maine has stricken
out the charge, or the statement, that the gentleman from Maine
never yet defended a criminal, but has prosecuted several in his
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time, and has left in the answer I made so it makes my answer
to the first proposition the gentleman made entirely out of place.
Now, I have no desire to have that statement which the gentle-
man maderegarding the criminal in the RECORD if the gentleman
on reflection desires to take it out; but what I insist is that the
REcorD shall be corrected so I shall not be put in a false attitude
in the RECORD itself. I say to the gentleman from Maine if he
desires to eliminate the criminal charge I am willing the REcorp
should be corrected, and the elimination of my answer also, But
Iamunwilling to have my answer stand without the other going in.

“Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Mr, Speaker, I found on examination of
the remarks made by the gentleman from Illinois on the preced-
ing afternoon, that he had eliminated, in editing his remarks, the
statement he made about the State of Maine robbing other dele-
gations, and, having noticed that fact, I thought I wonld take the
same course with my distinguished friend and make the elimina-
tion which I did. I am perfectly willing, however——

Mr. HOPKINS, Let me interrupt the gentleman right there.
I will state to the gentleman that in my speech of the previous
day there was nothing that misrepresented the gentleman from
Maine. What I am complaining of is that he put me in a false
attitude in the RECORD.

Mr, LITTLEFIELD, The gentleman from Maine hasno desire
to do that, and had no intention of that kind. I made the elimi-
?ﬁ_ﬁon to parallel the elimination made by the gentleman from

inois.
appear improperly in the REcorp., 'What is the suggestion of th
gentleman from Illinois?

Mr. HOPKINS. The gentleman from Maine can take his own
course, either insert his remark or eliminate my answer.

]ll\lr. LITTLEFIELD. I will leave that to the gentleman from
linois.

Mr. HOPKINS. No; the gentleman from Maine is the one that
must do that; whether he leaves it in the REcorD or not is imma-
terial to me.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. It is entirely immaterial except that it
may suit the distinguished gentleman from Illinois. I will make
such amendment in the RECORD as he thinks puts him right.

Mr. HOPKINS. Itis not for me tosay. The gentleman made
the charge, and it is for him to sag whether it goes into the REcorD
or not; but if it does not go in, then it is entirely proper that my
answer should be taken out.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I will leave it to the gentleman from Illi-

nois.

Mr. HOPKINS, No; the gentleman can nof shift the responsi-
bility.

Ml{ WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. Speaker, it seems to bea
question of whoshall take the initiative, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that the answer of the gentleman from Illinois be eliminated
from the RECORD,

The SPEAKER protempore. Thegentleman from South Caro-
lina asks unanimous consent that the RECORD be corrected by
eliminating the answer mentioned by the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr, HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, 1 do not think that ought to be
done unless it is done by the gentleman from Maine.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objection is made.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. I havenoobjection tothat course, if if is
agreeable to the gentleman from Illinois. Either course is satis-
factory to me. I shall not stand here to insist that the gentleman
from Illinois shall insert in the RECcorD the charge of robbery that
he made in reference to the State of Maine and inferentially
against *‘ the gentleman from Maine,” If he wants that to appear
in the RECORD, or if he desires it to be taken from the REcorDp
(as he has already had it done)—if he wishes the matter to stand
in that way, that is agreeable to ** the gentleman from Maine.”

Mr. HOPKINS. One moment right there. The gentleman can
not shift the responsibility. There is nothing in my speech that
misrepresents the gentleman from Maine. There was no change
made in my speech that has any such effect. And it is not entirely
frank for the gentleman to attempt to avoid assuming the respon-
gibility in his own case.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Well, Ihave nodesire tomisrepresent the
gentleman, The reason for making the elimination was precisely
what I stated. If the gentleman from Illinois desired to remove
from the RECORD a severe and harsh statement, I did not wish to
be behind the gentleman in such a proceeding.

Mr. HOPKINS. Well, it is a little remarkable, Mr, Speaker,
that the gentleman should retain in the RECORD my answer to a
remark which was eliminated, the effect being to put me in a false
attitude in the ReEcorp. If he desired to eliminate my answer, I
was here all day; he could have seen me and obtained my consent
to eliminate that answer, if he had thought fit.

A MEMBER. He had no right to change your remarks.

}I;l. HOPKINS. But he conld have seen me and asked that
vilege,

S Mr. ﬁICHARDSON of Tennessee, I would like to ask the gen-

tleman from Illinois a question. I could not hear his statement,

I do not desire to make the gentleman from Dlinrfg\

Are we to understand that the gentleman from Maine edited into
the RECORD some intimation or insinuation—

Mr. HOPKINS. No; he edited out of the RECORD a statement
that he made, to which I had made an answer; and he left in my
answer, the effect being to put me in a false position in the RECORD.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. But the point was, as I
understood, that the gentleman from Maine edited into or edifed
ount of the RECORD the statement or innuendo that he was after a
*‘criminal.” I would like to know which it was.

Mr. HOPKINS. He took that out, but left in the RECorD my
answer; and what I complain of is that this puts mein a false
position.

Mr, LITTLEFIELD. Does the gentleman from Illinois wish
‘the gentleman from Maine ” to suggest that that answer go out?
Would that be agreeable to the gentleman from Illinois?

Mr. HOPKINS. Entirely so.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Very well, then, I make the sug,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, the
will be so amended.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee, Mr. Speaker, we can nof
hear what is ﬁiug on,and we do not know what thisagreement is.

The SPE R pro tempore. The Chair understands that the
gentleman from lllinois and the gentleman from Maine have
agreed that the answer of the gentleman from Illinois appearing
in the RECORD shall be eliminated.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. All right.

REAPPORTIONMENT.

N

Mr, HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, I desire now to call up the bill
which we have had under consideration—House bill 12740—making
anapportionment of Representatives in Congressamong the several
States under the Twelfth Census., I have consulted with gentle-
men on the other side about the time for closing debate on this
bill and for taking a vote on the various propositions which will
be submitted to the House. It will be agreeable to both sides, I
think, so far as I have been able to get their views, that the gen-
eral debate run on to-day and also to-morrow until 3 o'clock;
that at 3 o'clock to-morrow the bLill shall be read and considered
in the House under the five-minute rule, subject to amendment
and five-minute debate, but that the bill shall be finally disposed of
before the adjournment to-morrow; the time occupied in debate
to be equally divided between the friends of the bill of the com-
mittee and those of the Burleigh bill; and the chairman of the
committee to control the time in favor of their bill and the gen-
tleman from Maine [Mr. BURLEIGH] to control the time in oppo-

sition.

Mr. PEARSON. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry—whether
this agreement requires unanimous consent.

The SPEAKER pro tem}:ore. Certainly it does.

Mr. PEARSON. 1 shall be obliged to object nunless some little
hearing be given to me on this matter. I understood from the
gentleman from Maine that I shounld be allowed thirty or forty-
five minutes; but he informs me this morning that there is such a
demand upon him that he will not be able to carry out that ar-
rangement. I desire to say that so far as my State is concerned,
and my district is concerned, no question has been presented in
this Congress of more importance than this, and I can not vote
inte]li%ntly for my people.

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, there has been plenty of time for
debate., Speakershad to be hunted up on Saturday, and the debate
has run now longer than it ought to, in view of the other legisla-
tion comingon. Sofar as I am personally concerned, I am willing
that plenty of time shall be given to everybody; but the gentle-
man must know that after general debate shall close there will be
the five-minute debate, and then I will ask the privilege of print-
ing speeches on this subject for ten days, so that everybody can
have a full opportunity of having his views made known.

Mr. SHAFROTH. Will the gentleman from Illinois permit me
to ask him a question?

Mr. HOPKINS. Yes.

; g; SHAFROTH. Do you expect to permit only one substi-
u

Mr. HOPKINS. Well, there may be only one substitute; but
I will say to the gentleman that the committee’s bill is subject to
amendment until it is perfected, and then after that the Burleigh
bill is to be offered as a substitute.

Mr. SHAFROTH. If that does not pass, will the gentleman
permit another substitute?

Mr, HOPKINS. You can have but one substitute.

Mr. SHAFROTH. I understand you can have only one sub-
stitute, but if it is voted down I would like to offer an amend-
ment, and I holze the gentleman will not demand the previous
question before I shall have an opportunity to do so.

Mr. HOPKINS. I will not.

Mr. SHAFROTH. Then, [ have no desire to object.

Mr. PEARSON. I ask the gentleman from Illinois, for whom
Ihavea very highregard, if heis not willing to make it half past 8?

tion.
ECORD
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Ido not ask to close the debate, but desire to have thirty min-
E:es. I ask that with a good deal of feeling, as a heart to heart
rust—

Mr, HOPKINS. I appreciate the position of the gentleman
from North Carolina, and I have given away one hour’s time more
than I expected to in order to meet just such a demand as that of
the gentleman from North Carolina; and I will say this, that under
the five-minute debate, if too much time is not taken in voting,
the gentleman can get time.

Mr, RICHARDS(%N of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, it is impossi-
ble for us to hear, and we can not agree to any arrangement that
is made unless we understand what it is.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It is impossible to hear at the
desk what is being said by gentlemen, and the House will please
be in order. :

Mr. PEARSON. I would like to have it understood that I am

have time.

Mr, FITZPATRICK. Asthe gentleman from North Carolina
asks time, I am sure the gentleman from Illinois is willing that he
shall have it, and I hope there will be no objection to giving him
twenty minutes.

Mr. HOPKINS. I believe that the matter can be arranged be-
tween the gentleman from Maine [Mr. BURLEIGH] and myself,

Mr. PEARSON. I want that result to be certain,

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I want to say this:
1 do not desire to delay this matter, but the State of Washinzton
is deeply interested in this bill. If reguires that State to have
257,000 people to give us one Representative. Now, I want some
time upon this bill. I do not want the time to talk to my con-
stituents, but to present facts to this House, and I would like to
have twenty or thirty minutes out of this general debate. I do
not feel like consenting to fix a time without having some under-
standing as to what I am going to get.

Mr, HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, I see no objection to having an
evaning session, if some of these gentlemen desire it.

G The ?PEAKER pro tempore. t is the request of the gen-
eman

Mr, HOPKINS. I desire to have my request put as I made if.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Including an evening session?

Mr. HOPKINS. No; notf unless it is asked for.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Illinois asks
unanimous consent that general debate on the pending bill con-
tinue to-day and to-morrow until 3 o'clock; that thereupon debate
shall be under the five-minute rule for amendment, and that
a vote shall be taken on the bill before adjournment to-morrow,
the time to be equally divided and controlled by the gentleman
from Illinois on one side and the gentleman from Maine on the
other, Is there objection? :

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. Speaker, just a moment. On
- assurances that I am to be taken care of as nearly as possible, 1
will not object. ;

Mr. OTEY. Mr. Speaker, I would like to say that Virginia is
very much interested in this matter.

eifr. HOPKINS. Virginia will be taken care of.

Mr. OTEY. On theassurancethat Virginia will be given thirty
minutes. I will not object.

Mr., HOPKINS. I understand that Virginia will have more
than that.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? [After a

nse.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. HOPKINS. I yield twenty minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. KiTCHIN].

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I would like to take a mo-
ment to make a statement in reference to a pair. On Saturday I
agreed to see that Mr. WANGER was paired in the REcorp. Ihad
arranged a pair with one of my Democratic colleagues. Throngh
a mistake it failed to goin the REcorp. It will appear, however,
in the permanent REcorp, The gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. WaANGER] has written to know why he was not paired. 1
merely make this statement so that it may go into the REcorbp.

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, I desire to make a personal
explanation in reference to this matter myself.

he SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman yield?

Mr, KITCHIN. No; the Chair has not yet recognized me.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from North Car-
olina is recognized as entitle to the floor for twenty minutes.

Mr. HOPKINS. Before the gentleman proceeds, I will ask one
more unanimous consent, and that is for leave to print speeches
in the REcorD for the next ten days, and also permission to ex-
tend remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Thegentleman from Illinois asks
unanimous consent that leave to print be granted for ten days.
Is there objection? [After a panse.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. KITCHIN. Mr. Speaker, I shall content myself with vot-
ing for the majority bill in this controversy. I shall first vote
to strike out the amendment offered by the committee, because I
believe that Congress has no power to direct the States as to the

manner in which they shall divide their districts. During the first
fifty years of the Republic Congress merely apportioned the Repre-
sentatives and said nothing of districts in the States.

In 1842 Congress said the districts should be composed of con-
tigonous territory. While that was objectionable, yet contignous
has a certain meaning, and can hardly besusceptible of more than
one interpretation. This committee amendment proposes to put
in the words “and compact,” which, I submit,is unwise as well
as nnauthorized by the Constitutics, because ** compact” may be
liable to various constructions and become the cause of great con-
fusion hereafter. Disappointed and defeated candidates, ever
ready to complain, may contests upon the shape of their dis-
tricts and give the House an opportunity to unseat the successful
candidate, and opportunity is often deemed duty.

_The Constitution says that the Representatives shall be appor-
tioned among the several States. After the States receive this
apportionment, in my judgment, the powers of Congress are at
an end. Congress should not go into the States and direct the
creation of the districts. My colleague from North Carolina [Mr,
Krurrz], a member of the Census Committee, with his usual
ability and diligence, has fairly and fully considered the pending
measures, and his conclusion meets my approval.

But, Mr. Speaker, not only are the Burleigh substitute and the
majority bill pending, but the Crumpacker bill is also before this
body. Since the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. LINNEY],
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. CRUMPACKER], and the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. OLMSTED] seem dis to push
this proposition to the front, I think it proper that it should be
met at this time.

As is well known, immediateelg after the war, when the four-
teenth amendment was adopted, it had in view negro suffrage
throughout the South, but it did not attempt to compel it. It
held forth an inducement to the States to grant it. That induce-
ment is found in the fourteenth amendment, in the second sec-
tion, the penalty of reduced representation being declared against
States that refused the right of suffrage to thenegrorace. Presi-
dent Lincoln never wanted negroes to become voters. He recog-
nized that the white race is superior to the black one, and, as he
said in his speech at Charlestown, these two races could not live
upon terms of equality, that there were physical differences which
would prevent them from soliving, and since that was a fact he
declared himself in favor of assigning the superior position to the
white race.

That sound view was not altogether obliterated when the four-
teenth amendment was adopted. Buf in the days of reconstruc-
tion, and as I believe in hostility to the white people of the South,
the opinion grew that negro suffrage should be forced upon the
people of the eleven Southern States, and so the fifteenth amend-
ment was presented and compelled to be adopted throughout the
South by means that can not be approved by honest men, while
great States in the North were voting their disapproval of it.
Without the compulsory and vicious means used in the Sounth it
would not have been adopted. However, as Mr. Boutwell, who
had charge of the fifteenth amendment while pending in this body,
said, it was designed to carry out the powers placed in Congress
by the fifth section of the fourteenth amendment.

It prescribed that the right to vote shonld not be denied or
abridged on account of race, color, or previous condition of ser-
vitude. That was the ulfimate purpose of the second section of
the fonrteenth amendment, which had the penalty of reduction of
representation in it. Mr. Speaker. that being the purpose of the
fourteenth amendment, and the fifteenth amendment being the
enforcement of that purpose, then unless a State violates the fif-
teenth amendment Congress has no power to act against her
under a fair and reascnable interpretation of these twoarticles of
the Constitution construed together.

Mr. Blaine, in his Twenty Years of Congress, says:

‘When therefore the nation by subsequent change in its Constitution de-
clared that the State shull not exclude the negro from the right of suff;
it nentralized and surrendered the contingent right it before heald to exclu
him from the basis of apportionment. Congress is thus plainly deprived g
the fifteenth amendment of certain powers over representation in the Son
whictl-l it previously under the provisions of the fourteenth amend-
men

‘When the fifteenth amendment says that the States shall not
deny or abridge the right to vote on account of race, color, or
previous condition of servitude, the mentioning of these three
conditions, in my judgment, is an exclusion of all others, and is
tacit permission to the States for any other cause than race, color,
or previous condition of servitude to abridge or deny the right of
suffrage without penalty. The United States Constitution in no
wise deprives a State of the right to prescribe qualifications for
her voters, nor does it, in my judgment, impose any penalty npon
the exercise of that right, and the true meaning of the fifteenth
amendment is that if a citizen has the gualifications prescribed by
a State, then his right to vote shall not be denied on account of
race, color, or previous condition. But I call the attention of
the gentleman from Indiana to this proposition, that when the




1901. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

State of Massachusetts has an educational qualification, and
the State of Pennsylvania a tax-paying qualification, it is nota
denial of the right of suffrage. -

1f the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. CRUuPACKE_Rl] will con-
sider, he will find a vast distinction between a denial of a right
and the qualifying of that right. The Supreme Court of the
United States held that the act of Congress which excludes from
the mails newspapers, etc., containing advertisements of lotteries
and other lottery information does not abridge the freedom of the
press, It is certainly a qualification of it. 'We frequently have
rights which are absolute in themselves, and yet in order to enjoy
them we must qualify ourselves. Requiring those who desire ap-
pointments to stand a civil service examination is not a denial of
the right to hold office. When we say that a man must be reg-
istered before he can vote it is not a denial of the right to vote.
We merely tell him that he has the right but before he can ex-
ercise it he must qualify by registering. The law may tell him
that he must pay his poll tax before he can exercise the right he
already has. :

Massachusetts tells him that he must be able to read and write
before he can exercise this right, and when Massachusetts imposes
the educational gualification upon a voter she has not denied him
the right to vote, she has not abridged his right to vote, because,
as I gather from the dictionaries, abridgment means to cut off.
It practically means the same thing as to deny. You have not
cut off a man's right, yon have not denied the man’s right to vote
when you prescribe reasonable qualifications. ;

The late Senator Charles Sumner in debating suffrage admitted
that knowledge was a proper qualification for a voter. Hon,
George S. Boutwell, in answer to a direct question, said that the
fifteenth amendment would not prevent property or educational
qualifications.

Mr. Speaker, the State of North Carolina, which has been so
greatly misrepresented here, in my judgment, has not denied the
right to vote on account of race, color, or previous condition of
gervitude. ButI will not now discuss this, as during the last ses-
sion I fully discussed the North Carolina amendment. Shehaspre-
scribed reasonable qualifications. Chief among them is the edu-
cational test, the test that Massachusetts, Wyoming, Connecticut,
and other States have. After 1808 no one registers under the so-
called “ grandfather " clause for the first time. Iwill append the
whole amendment to my remarks when published. Mr. Speaker,
1 think that there is a bitter sectional spirit in this proposition to
reduce the representation of North Carolina and other States.

While the great majority of business men in the North, and, I
believe, its best and most patriotic statesmen, bear no sectional
spirit hostile to the Sonth, this proposition has shown that many
men in the North still are ready to arouse sectionalism and create
prejudice against the South. The time has not yet come when
the Republican party can be considered the friend of the South.
Let those who have thought so consider this proposition and be
undeceived. Yet I rejoice that many of the ablest Republican
leaders in this Hounse do not encourage this proposition.

1 believe the record shows a partisan spirif in this attempt to
reduce representation. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Crua-
PACKER], in his original bill, that truly represented his purposes,
instead of decreasing increased the representation of Massachu-
setts and decreased the representation only of Southern States.
The Congressional Directory, showing the vote by which members
of this House were elected, shows that in the State of Massachu-
setts in 1898 there were only 22,000 votes cast in each Congres-
sional district, while in the State of North Carolina there were
cast in each district 36,000 votes.

In the State of Pennsylvania there were cast only 29.000 votes
in each distriet; in the State of Maine, 18,000; in Vermont, 21,000;
in Rhode Island, 19,000. Now, if the gentleman from Indiana
had dealt with Massachusetts as he dealt with North Carolina,
instead of increasing the representation of Massachusetts he
wonld have reduced her representation from 13 to 6, or in about
that proportion.

But, Mr. Speaker, if you believe that the conduct of Massachu-
getts and North Carolina falls under the operation of the second
section of the fourteenth amendment, how should you proceed?
The only possible way for fair men to reach the proper result
would be to find out, in the first place, a matter which these gen-
tlemen on the other side have not fully considered, whether, ex-
cept for crime, any man’s right to vote is denied, which we con-
trovert; second, whether the fourteenth amendment in that re-
spect was not completely merged into the fifteenth amendment,
as I contend it was; and then, finally, if he concludes against us
on those propositions, it would be his duty to find out exactly how
many people of North Carolina could vote under our laws when
they become effective, and how many would be legally refused the
right to vote when they endeavor to comply with the election
laws, and also the grounds of such refusal,

The gentleman will tell you when he considers these questions
that there will not be a thousand white men in the entire State of

North Carolina who will fail to vote if they so desire. He will
tell you that there will not be to exceed 50 per cent of the colored
men who will not vote if they so desire. He will find that our
reduction in any event could only be in the proportion of about
15 to 100, as the recent census will show only about 30 per cent of
our population to be colored—perhaps not that much, But in-
stead of these just figures, the gentleman presented a bill which
reduced the representation of North Carolina to 5 members, cut-
ting off 4 of her 9, while at the same time he put up the
sentation of the State of Massachusetts to 14 instead of her present
number of 13. And yet everyone who can gualify under the law
of Massachusetts can qualify under the North Carolina amend-
ment.

A qualification, Mr. Speaker, is something that is attainable.
If a State should say that a man should not vote unless he had
red hair or blue eyes, since the color of his hair and eyes are fixed,
that wounld be cutting off the right of others to vote; but when
you i)rescribe a reasonable qualification, one that is attainable—
and I am but giving you the definition of a qualification that Mr.
Sumner gave in the Senate—when yon prescribe an attainable
thing, which is reasonable, it is a mere qualification, a qualifica-
tion of a right that still exists in the voter. While if you deny
the right on acconnt of color the black man can never become &
voter; if you deny the right fo blue-eyed men, a blue-eyed man
can never become a voter. These would not be qualifications,
They would be denials and abridgments, but when you prescribe
a poll tax or an educational test, you are prescribing reasonable
qualifications within which every citizen may bring himself.

Another proposition. If, as the gentleman from Indiana 3
CruMpPACKER] and the gentlaman from North Carolina [Mr. Lix-
NEY] both contend, the laws of Louisiana and North Carolina are
unconstitutional, why shounld youn base upon an unconstitutional
act an attempt to d;g:'ive a sovereign State of its just representa-
tion? Sirs, if you believe these provisions are unconstitutional,
you should regard them as nullities, presume that they will be sa
declared, and should not attempt to cut down the representation
on that account.

Mr. Speaker, representation and taxation should go together,
It has not been claimed that voting and taxation should go to-
gether, for women, insane people, and minors pay taxes. The
man who does not vote pays his part of the taxes just as the
woman, the minor, and the nonvoter do. The individual voter
now represents the women, children, and nonvoters. The gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr, CRUMPACKER] and the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr, LINNEY] would deny representation to these
tax-gaying nonvoters. While we have only placed the nonvoter
in the same category with the women and the children, they
place him upon the level of the mule and the ox, and would deny
him representation.

If you are going to let the number who vote determine repre-
sentation in the House, then gou will increase the representation
of Colorado, Utah, Idaho, and those States which extend suffrage
towomen. That would be proper asa matter of right from their
argument, aside from constitutional provisions.

But, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.,
LiNNEY], in my judgment, on Saturday did his native State a

rave injustice in his fourth or fifth annual diatrite against the
mocracy of North Carolina. 'We have heard him often, and his
latest revised edition perhaps contains more venom and injustice
than any of his former efforts., It is nota new assault that Le de-
livers. He argued that the white counties of North Carolina
were Republican.

Idenyit. Take the election of August, 1900, and, eliminating
every single county with a black majority in the State, it went
Democratic by 39,000 majority. Take the election of November,
1900, and, eliminating every county that has a black majority, the
State went for Bryan and Democracy by 15,000. Under the elec-
tion law that the gentleman’s own party gave our people, an elee-
tion law that %a\‘e the Fusionists in North Carolina absolute
control over the election, the ple of North Carolina were so
shocked and shamed at the rule the Republican party had given
the State that they hurled them from power by a majority of
24,000 in November, 1898.

The gentleman talks about the counties of Halifax and New
Hanover. In one county he says the Democrats got a vote of
about 3,000 and Republicans only 2, and that the other gave
more votes than it had registered voters. Ah, Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman had been entirely candid. and, not argning from a par-
tisan standpoint, intended to give the members of this House a
fair understanding of the conditions there, the gentleman wounld
have gone one step further and would have told you that the
county of New Hanover had been afflicted by his own party with
86 negro officials. He might have told you that the same spirif
that thrills the white man in North Carolina thrills the white man
in Indiana, where recently white mobs lvnched two negroes for
murdering a white barber. He might have told you that the
spirit that thrills the white man in North Carolina is the same
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that thrills him in Pennsylvania, the home of the gentleman who
is so anxious to investigate these matters.

He might have gone to Illinois and found that wherever the
white man looks to the blue sky the spirit of superiority and prog-
ress stirs within him. He would have told you that under the
disgraceful and shameful régime inflicted upon the people by the
Republican party the whife men did rise in their might and hurl
them from power. The gentleman wants to know if that is fair.
‘Was the election conducted fairly? I tell you in the light of a
sound philosophy, in the eye of civilization and justice, it was
fairer and juster than the disgraceful régime that made that revo-
Iution necessary. [Applause.]

The white people there have done no more than such people
would doin any community. Wherever the negro race numer-
ically predominates in the South there the white men stand almost
unanimously together. As the negroes throughout the State vote
almost solidly together, so the overwhelming majority of the
white race, with its superior virtue and intelligence, vote to-
gether, and they must necessarily do so to preserve their civiliza-
tion and theirsupremacy. Those who think that negro majorities
in several counties of the State should control those counties and
their good towns may criticise Democratic successes there; but
they can certainly deceive no one by asserting that there is no
danger in negro domination since there are more whites than
blacks in the State,

One might as well have told the citizens of this cityin 1864 that
there wasno danger in the Confederate army, since there were four
times as many Federal soldiers as there were Confederates. The
deception in the assertion is disclosed by the fact that in many lo-
calities the black race predominates, and in those localities the
danger is, although the State has a large white majority, Asan
example, the county of New Hanover three years ago, when the
Republicans were in control, had a negro register of deeds, negro
deputy sheriffs, 40 negro magistrates or justices of the peace, a
negro county commissioner, and its great city, Wilmington, had
sef;eral negro aldermen, several negro policemen, and negro health
officers.

The Democratic party of the South is against such conditions
and believes it right to take constitutional steps to prevent their
return, and the Republican party has in vain attempted, and will
in vain attempt, to stop its progress. It has interposed against
the Democracy 90,000 negro votes in North Carolina, but the De-
mocracy trinmphed. 1ts continued fight on our amendment will
hurt itself and help us. j

Mr. Speaker, since the civil war long years have passed. Is it
not time for the country to be given rest from sectionalism? Can
gentlemen still in the North grow in popularity by condemning
the dominant element in the South? If so, let us hasten the pass-
ing away of such conditions. I appeal to the patriotic members
of this body, and I hc&e_sut-hey all are patriotic, to set the seal of
disapproval upon the Crumpacker proposition. and let the country
Eknow that Congress will not for prejudice or unjust cause nnder-
take to strike down the power of any sovereign State.

APPENDIX.

The North Carolina constitutional amendment adopled by the voters at the
general election held on August 2, 1900.

ARTICLE VL
SUFFRAGE AND ELIGIBILITY TO OFFICE.

Bectiox 1. Every male person born in the United States, and every male
person who has been naturalized, 21 years of ;
cations set out in this article, shall be entitled to vote at any election
people in the State, except as herein otherwise provided.

8E0C. 2. He shall have resided in the State of North Carolina for two vears,
in the county six months, and in the precinct, ward, or other election district
in which he offers to vote four months next preceding the election: Provided,
That removal from one precinct, ward, or other election district to another
in the same county not operate to deprive any person of the right to
vote in the preeinct, ward, or other election district from which he has re-
moved until four months after such removal. No person who bhas been con-
victed, or who has confessed his guilt in open court upon indictment, of any
crime the punishment of which now is or may hereafter be imprisonment in
the State’s prison shall be permitted to vote unless the said person shall be
first restored to citizenship in the manner prescribed by law.
8EC, 3. Every person offering to vote shall be at the timea lap%{ ::igig-
tered voter, as herein prescribed, and in the manner hereafter provided by
law, and the general assembly of North Carolina shall enact general regis-
tration laws to carry into effect the provisions of this article.

SEc. 4 Every person presenting himself for registration shall be able to
read and write any section of the Constitution in the English la age; and
before he shall be entitled to vote he shall have paid, on or before the 1st day
of May of the year in which he proposes to vote, his poll tax for the previous
year, as prescribed by article 5, section 1, of the constitution. But no male
person who was on January 1, 1867, or at any time prior thereto, entitled to
vote under the laws of any State in the United States wherein he then re-
sided, and no lineal descendant of any such person,shall be denied the right
to register and vote at any election in this State by reason of his failure to

pssess the educational qualifications herein prescribed, provided he shall
E:“i ﬁeﬁtmd in accordance with the terms of thissection prior to Decem-

o

The general assembly shall provide for the registration of all persons en-
titled to vote without the educational qualifications herein p; , and
ghall, on or before November 1, 1808, provide for the making of a permanent
record of such istration, and all persons so registered shall forever there-
after have the right to vote in all elections by the people in this State,

y the

@, and possessing the qualifi- -

disqualified under section 2 of this article: Provided, SBuch person shall have
paid his poll tax as above required.

Seo. 5. That this amendment to the constitution is presented and adopted
as one indivisible plan for the regulation of the suffrage, with the intent and
purpose to so connect the different parts, and to e them so dependent
upon each other, that the whole stand or tallﬂather‘

SEc. 6. All elections b& the people shall be by ot, and all elections by
the general assembly shall be viva voce,

8Ec. 7. Every voter in North Carolina, except as in this article dia:}nall-
fled, shall be eligible to office, but before entering upon the duties of the
office he shall take and subscribe the following oath:

i & , do solemnly swear %r affirm) that I will support and main-
tain the Constitution and laws of the United States, and the constitution and
laws of North Carolina not inconsistent therewith, and that I will faithfully
diacharie the duties of my office as .__So help me God.”

SEc. B, The following classes of persons shall be disqualified for office:
First, all persons who shall den: e being of Almighty God. BSecond, all
persons who shall have been convicted, or confessed their guilt on indictment
pending, and whether sentenced or not, or under j ent suspended, of
any treason or felony, or of any other crime for which the punishment ma
be imprisonment in the penitentiary, since becoming citizens of the Unitag
States, or of corruption or malpractice in office, unless such person shall be
restored to the rights of citizenship in a manner prescribed by law.

T Ay of Jaly 1908 £ & fAjabity o8 votek 64s. ab DU BEE: Garare) doniin
shall I:S:e cast h:slr favor of this snﬂrige amendment. e

Mr. HOPKINS. Inow yield fifteen minutes to the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. LACEY].

Mr. LACEY. Mr. Speaker, the measure proposed by the mi-
nority of thecommittee might properly be denominated ** a propo-
sition to still further reduce the oPportunity of members of the
House to debate the questions before it.” We have just had a
striking example of the inability of this House to debate by the
discussion this morning as to leave to print, or the cogitation in
the REcorp thatis to take the place of debate inthe House. Why
is this? Whyshould members be compelled to write for the dead
Recorp instead of talking to the living members? It is because
of the size of the House.

If the House were 360 members, and in the short session should
set apart one hour to each member for debate, you will find by
computation that, including the holiday recess, there are exactiy
360 debating hours in the whole time, giving five hours session
each day; so that the 357 members and three delegates (making
no allowance for the delegate from Hawaii, who ought to be
connted)—but I take 360 becaunse there are only 360 hours, and
there would be just cne hour apiece for each member,

The result of this enlarged House has been that rules have nec-
essarily been adopted to cut off debate and take away from this
body its deliberative power. If you increase the number to 400
you still further curtail the rights of each member. But the
proposition is to increase it in this way, so as to keep the progress
of the country parallel with the slow growth of population in
Maine and Virginia. !

I have prepared a table, which I will insert in my remarks, that
Lw;v;;:lll show what has become of the population of Virginia and

aine.

From the Congressional Directory, which [ have examined for
the purpose, I find that the Senators and Representatives repre-
senting the various States give their nativity as follows:

Senators and
Representatives—
State.
Bornin | JOPE
State. State.
..................................................... 14 11
..................................................... 5 8
Connecticut (including GrosveENoR of Ohio and GROW
of Pennsylvania) T (] (]
Delaware - 2 *3
Florida --.. 5 1
Georgia - 14 13
Idaho.... 0 3
Nlinois ... 20 24
T e e e e o 17 15
Iowa (of which 3 are in Nebraska and 1 in Washington).. 8 13
Kansas ... - 1 9
Hentucky . > 2 13
Louisiana -.... i 4 8
Maine (including ALEXANDER of New York, ROBERTS of
Massachusetts, FLETCHER of Minnesota, and PERKINS
VB b eyt YO S R T B e e e 2 e 10 8
31 g T P S L S S SO WP 8 8
T e R e e S e A A B PSR 2l 15
Michigan ..... 6 14
Minnesota. 1 *9
Mississippi 13 9
Missonri. 9 17
0 B
0 8
0 3
4 4
8 10
45 36
15 1
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Senators and
Representatives—
State. Porn io s}égrg.;
State. | “giate.
0 3
37 23
Oregon ..... 0 4
Pennsylvania . 36 *30
Rhode Island..... ] 4
Bouth Carolina . 9 9
South Dakota . 0 4
Tennessee ..... 21 12
TOXAS.-ccuneran [ 15
i T R e e e e 2 *3
4 g v g e s A e e s e D e S SR 10 4
irginia (Virginia 20, and West Virginia, formerly Vir-
R e e e B e K e R e A e e syl 26 12
ASHINEION - e e e e 0 4
West Virginia. 0 ]
‘Wisconsin ..... i 12
Wening oo e et s 0 3

*]1 vacancy.

Foreign born, 22.

Maine has to-day in this Congress, in the Senate and House, from
various States, 10 members. She would have under the present
apportionment only 6. And yet Maine has on the floor of the two

ouses of Congress Mr. ALEXANDER of New York, Mr. ROBERTS
of Massachusetts, Mr., FLETCHER of Minnesota, and Mr. PERKINS
of California, in addition to her own membership. Take the
State of Virginia and she would be entitled to 10 Representatives
and 2 Senators, total 12. She has in the Senate and House to-da
26 of her sons as members. Her population has been exported.
Some of these wanderers have been returned to Congress. I was
up in Maine a few years ago taking depositions in a will case with
a distingnished Maine lawyer, and we took a team and a notary
public along with us, and traveled over York County, in the dis-
trict lately represented by Speaker Reed, at present represented
by the gentleman from Maine, Mr, ALLEN,

The six witnesses first examined, in response to the interrogatory
“#TWhat is your name, age, place of residence, and occupation?”
_ gave their age in each case as over 80. The seventh witness,
when I asked him his age, said “64.,” I said, “You are quite
a young man.” He replied, “Yes, for Maine.” [Laughter.]
The old men remain in the old homes. The young people have
emigrated from Maine. They have ‘‘gone West to ?mw up with
the country.” And they have made themselves felt wherever
they have gone. A Maine man is like a Scotchman, of whom it
has been said that ““whenever you find anything in this world
that is worth anything you either find a Scotchman sitting near
waiting for it or sitting down on top of it.” Sowith Maine men;
wherever you go in the United States you will find a Maine man
leading the procession. Maine has now the Chief Justice of the
Uni States Supreme Court, coming by way of Illinois, in the
person of Justice Fuller.

Mr. OTEY rose.

Mr. LACEY. I will say to my friend from Virginia that if the
same thing might be said in regard to that State modesty would
forbid me to say it.

Mr. OTEY. May I ask the gentleman a question?

Mr. LACEY. I have but fifteen minutes, but I will yield for a
question.

Mr. OTEY, You are from Virginia yourself, I believe?

Mr, LACEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. OTEY. That is all I wanted to know, [Laughter.]

Mr. LACEY. I pleaded guilty to that charge, by indirection at
least, a moment before the gentleman asked the question.

Now, sir, we can not keelinl the membership of this House within
reasonable bounds and at the same time keep the growth of the
membership in line with the growth of Virginia. Why? Because
people who have the honor of being born there move away to some
place where the soil is more fertile, That is the natural course of
the human race.

I have given the nativity in the table of the members of all the
States. Twenty-two of them are from foreign countries, and the
balance were born in the United States. Now, take the State
of Ohio. She isentitled to 23 representatives in this body and in
the Senate. Shehas 37 nativesonsin the two Houses of Congress,
California has an organization known as *“ The Native Sons of Cal-
ifornia.” Yet California has no “nativeson™ in either the Senate
or the House—because the people of that State are mainly men
who have been born somewhere else. But we can not continue
representation in this House npon the present ratio withont mak-
ing the House too cumbrous for the transaction of business.

Why, sir, the very gentlemen who ask for the adoption of the
minority report on this bill, increasing the membership to 384,
complain constantly that even now there is no time for debate.
The appeal is made to the chairman of the committee controlling

the present bill, *“Give us leave to print our remarks in the REc-
orD,” Why is this? Simply because the House has outgrown in
numbers a body in which debate can be fully, intelligently, and
profitably carried on. )

When the number of offices of a certain class has been fixed it
is almost impossible to ever after reduce that number. This is
human nature. During the Spanish war complaint was made
that some dynamite had been found somewhere in the purlieus of
the Capitol. Weimmediately put on twelve additional policemen
to protect the Capitol from the Spanish dynamiter. The Spanish
war is over, and now the same twelve extra Pohcemen are pro-
tecting us from the Filipinos! [Laughter.] If we should come
back here a thousand years from now, those twelve men, repre-
sented by their successors, would be found watching for Spanish
dynamite! It seems impossible to abolish an office when once it
has been created. We have the number of Representatives now
fixed at 357. Increase that number to 386 or 390 and it can never
be reduced below that number.

The proposition of the majority now is to continue the House
at its present number—burdensome, cumbersome, and unwieldy
as the gody now is, making business and debate difficult enough.
That is the proposition; and I think that, in the light of our expe-
rience, we ought not make any increase. The House is already
not only big enough, but too large.

A State makes a mistake when it assumes that its dignity in
Congress depends upon the number of its Representatives. Take
Maine, for example, with only 4 members. Those 4 Representa-
tives from the Pine Tree State in past Congresses have controlled
and shaped the legislation of this country beyond those of States
with four, five, or six times that number. The influence and
power of a State in this House depend on the strength and char-
acter of its delegation. The time must come when Maine must
be cut down to 3 Representatives, or else this House must be-
come still more unwieldy than it is to-day.

Under the Constitution one-fifth of the members present may
require a roll call and the record of the yeas and nays. At pres-
ent calling the roll and announcing the pairs, followed by a re-
capitulation of the vote, requires almost one hour with the present
membership of the House, To increase the number of the mem-
bership adds greatly to this difficulty.

I do not think the opportunity for deliberation ought to be re-
duced by any material addition to the present large membership.
Under the Constitntion a majority of the whole constitutes a
%uornm. In Great Britain a quorum of only 40 members of the

ounse of Commous is required.

The larger the membership the harder it is to obtain and pre-
serve the attendance of a quorunm. Let us not embarrass the
House further by adding to the burdens of the quorum and roll

call,

I called the attention of the gentleman from Maine [Mr, LITTLE-
FIELD]] the other day to the inequalities of the bill propo:z.ed‘};?
hiscolleague [Mr. BurLEIGH]. Takethepopulationof Maine, mul-
tiply it by 3, and it does not equal the population of the State of
Towa, an excess of over 38,000 remaining. Multiply the represen-
tation of Maine by 8, and it would give Iowa 12 members. With
more than three times the population of Maine, Iowa’s quota is
less than three times that of Maine by one member. The Bur-
leigh bill proposes to give Iowa 11 members and Maine 4. If
thus appears that it is not equality of representation that some
gentlemen are‘seeking, but inequality. They are desiring to re-
tain the present number of Representatives in their States in any
way that it can be done, without much reference to the inequali-
ties that may result elsewhere.

This is perfectly natural. We find the same thing in Maine that
we do in other States. Take the State of Virginia, the grand old
“‘mother of Presidents.” She has made but slow growth. If
must continue to be slow. With the mountains that cover her
surface in part, and with the poverty of the soil in other parts, the
increase of population must necessarily be tardy. Many good
men stay in Virginia; many good men move away from it—so,
too, with Maine.

Then compare the States of the West.
emigrating State. So with Ohio. Ohio would be cut down one
by this bill. But there are already 86 of her sons in Congress,
while 23 is the limit of her own delegation under existing law.
An Ohio man, wherever he goes, turns his face toward the capital
of the country, and in many cases is sent here by constituencies,
the mass of whom may be born in other States. How is it with
the State of New York? New York has 36 of her own Members
and Senators af present, and yet there are 48 natives of New York
in the two Houses, because New York is a great State for emi-

Indiana has become an

a;cion. Her sons will be found in every ncok and corner of the
nion.

Indiana, which will lose 1 member under the proposed bill,
has 15 members and Senators now, and yet there are 17 Indianians

on the floor of the two Houses.
A MEMBER, How about Massachusetts?
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Mr. LACEY. My friend asks about Massachusetts. Massachu-
setts has 15 members and Senators, and yet there are 21 natives
of that State in the two Hounses to-day. So, then, it is perfectly ob-
vious that we can not take care of those States that are growing
more slowly than the average and keep up the representation
which they now have, and at the same time not enlarge this body
beyond the limits necessary for reasonable transaction of busi-
ness. One-third of the popnlation of Iowa are either directly or
indirectly from Ohio. One-third of the people of Kansasareeither
directly or indirectly from the State of Iowa. The emigration is
thus movin%on first to Indiana, then to lllinois, then to Iowa,
and then to Kansas. :

But complaint is made about the reduction of Nebraska. That
is largely due to the overcapitalization of the population of Ne-
braska in the census of 1800. The city of Omaha has apparently
declined 40,000 from 1890 t01900. That declineis apparent and not
real. It is unquestionably a result of the fierce competition be-
tween Omaha and other cities on the Missouri River in the census
of 1890. The same condition exists elsewhere to-day. There are
cities whose census has been taken this year that will undoubtedly
show unsatisfactory growth in 1910 because they have succeeded
in some degree in padding in the year 1900.

It is impossible to retain the present membership of all the States
{much as we should like to do so) and at the same time recognize
the wonderful growth of some of the other States.

As to the reduction of the representation of Louisiana, South
Carolina, Mississippi, and North Carolina because of the disfran-
chisement of the colored voters there, it seems to me that there is
noroom for debate. The fifteenth amendment to the Constitution
provides:

Representatives shall be a tioned among the several States accordin,
to their respective numbars.%tin%;ha whgle number of persons in eac
State, excluding Indians not taxed. But when the right to vote at ang elec-
tion for the choice of electors for President and Vioe-lEremdent of the United
Btates, Representatives in Congress, the executive and judicial officers of a
Btate, or the members of the legislature thereof, is denied to any of the male
inhabitants of such State, being 21 years of ﬁ and citizens of the United
States, or in any way abridged, except for participation in rebellion or other
crime, the basis of representation therein shall be reduced in the proportion
which the number of sneh male citizens shall bear to the whole number of
male citizens 21 years of age in such State.

The mandate is decisive and imperative. These States may,
under the guise of requiring an educational qualification, deny
the right to vote to a portion of their male inhabitants, but in
doing so they must incur the penalty of a proportionate reduction
of their representation in Congress,

The justice of this is self-evident, and the obedience to the Con-
stitution is required by the official oath of every member of Con-

gress.
If these States desire to deny the right of suffrage, they ought
to be willing to accept the result of the reduced representation
uired by the fifteenth amendment to the Constitution.
i Here the hammer fell. | A
e SPEAKER pro tempore, The gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. CRUMPACKER] is recognized for one hour.

[Mr, CRUMPACKER addressed the House. See Appendix.]

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr, Speaker, this contest,
involving as it does very important political and public consider-
ations of at least ten years’ duration, centers around the Hopkins
bill and the Burleigh bill, the one providing a House of 357 mem-
bers and the other a Honse of 386. There was a very interesting
prelude in the resolution introduced last week by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. OLMsTED] in which, like King Philip of
old, he marched up the hill and down again, accompanied in his
grand march by the solid vote of that side of the House, one of
whom was the distinguished chairman of this committee, accom-

- plishing finally theresult which might as easily have been attained
gy simply depositing his resolution on the desk of the House,
which in due course would have been referred to the proper com-
mittee, as was ultimately done. That is followed by the discus-
sion of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. CRUMPACKER], in which
he makes a very able argument upon his incongruous, imperfect,
wild, and fantastic bill, supported by a very Iengthy report, in
which he gecks to cut down the representation of four States—
South Carolina, Mississippi, North Carolina, and Lounisiana—to
the extent of about 40 per cent of their present representation.
Of course we all understand that it is mere brutvm julmen. That
is the last this Congress will ever hear of it, except perhaps some
formal vote at the end of these proceedings.

The real issue, and to that I shall chiefly direct my attention, is
whether the Hopkins bill or the Burleigh bill, either or both of
them, with or without amendment, shall be adopted by this House
and this Congress.

Now, I shall nof ascribe improper motives to the chairman of
this committes. Ascriptions of that sort may be made with
greater ease than jnstice. I accord to him the same candor,
earnestness, and fairness that I claim myself. He, with a ma-
jority of the committee with him,adopts the number 357, because,

in his good judgment, that is the number which he desires above
all others to be adopted by this Honse. The gentleman has man-
aged his side of this question with the very great ability, tact, and
skill for which he is alreadg renowned. He has associated with
him, as a bnlwark behind which he presents his case, the titan‘e
Webster. He uses him as his authority, and asks this House to
swallow, cap, boots, and all, his number 357, because, forsooth,
if Webster were here he would do the same thing, Now, my
friend, in all sincerity, of course, is simply hoodooing this House,
as 1 sliall show you beyond all question by the figures I shall
present.

1 shall show that he has not followed Webster, that he has de-
})arted from Webster, and that the only thing in the world he has

ollowed is, blindly, the tracks of the Congress that adopted the
eleventh apportionment, ten years ago. If that Congress had
said that this House should be composed of 400 members, my
friend, with the same logic, with the same argument, with the
same consistency, would have favored 400 now. If that Congress
had said 850, why 350 would be his number to-day. Three hun-
dred and fifty-seven is his Dulcinea; he levels his guns at every
other number that would dare to compete with it. It is his pet
number, the present number of the House, and he makes the tig-
ures to suif it, as I shall show you. [Langhter.]

Now, I want to tell this side of the House that 357 has Leen
adopted by the majority of this committee, led by the chairman,
notwithstanding its effect is most unfairly, most unjustly, and in
violation of every precedent of every apportionment that has ever
been adopted in this country to summarily rob three States of a
member to which each is entitled under the very system or proc-
ess which he ostensibly applies.

Why does not he select 360 instead of 3577 ‘*Oh,” he says,
‘that would disturb the beauty, the symmetry, the perfection of
my process, which is based on 357.” hy is 857 necessary? The
answer is that 857 is the present number of the House, and that
we have a large enough body already. The whole argument,
then. is based npon the present membership of the House and the
gentleman’s unwillingness, his stubborn refusal, to adopt an
other numberthan 857. Has that number any special charm?
there any special reason for adopting it? Is there anything
wreathed about 857 that commends it to his mind above every
other number in the long list of tables? There can not be, unless
it be that it is the present number of the House, and he would
not deny this the other day when I put the question to him
squarely.

I have stated that the gentleman does not follow his number
consistently; and I am going to prove it. There are two systems,
one of which must always obtain in this matter of apportionment.
One of these is the system by which yon adopt a fixed ratio—say
30,000 or 52,000 or 150,000, or whatever it may be; and the respec-
tive States receive their apportionment of members in accordance
with the quotients arising from such divisor, That system ob-
tained until 1830—until the Sixth Census, Then there was qnite
a dispute between the committee of the House on the one hand
and the committes of the Senate on the other, Mr. Polk and Mr,
‘Webster leading the respective sides. Mr. Polk contended that
the old system should obtfain, by which you wonld adopt a fixed
ratio and ailow the number of Representatives to be dependent
upon the quotient which might arise in each case {rom the appli-
cation of the divisor, disregarding or eliminating fractions.

Mr. Webster in his able report, a part of which I shall read ina
moment, contended that the number of the House should first be
fixed and then the apportionment by population be determined by
that divisor. Under the Fifth Census the Polk system or process
prevailed; but under the Sixth Census the Webster process was
adopted, with a variation. That variation was that a State which
had amajority fraction should be allowed representation upon that
fraction. Ever since 1840 we have adopted in this country the
Webster process, by which we first determine npon a fixed num-
ber of Representatives as the divisor. This system has bheen fol-
lowed, with the variation whenever necessary. For instanrce,
whenever there has been a majority fraction remaining, that ma-
jority fraction has always been treated as entitling the State to a
Representative. My friend from lilinois in framing this bill has
not followed the Polk process, becanse that disregards all frac-
tions; and he does not follow the Webster process, because under
that process majority fractions are always recognized. In this
bill of the committee we have the first departure from the estab-
lished system.

Now let me read what Mr. Webster says, and gentlemen will see
that the bill of the gentleman from Illinois does not follow that
system. This part of Mr. Webster's report which I shall read isin
some unaccountable way left out of the citations which you will
find in the report of the majority of the committee:

Therule has been frequently stated. It may be clearly expressed in either

of two ways. Let the rule be that the whole number of the p House
shall be apportioned among the several States on their respective numbers,

giving to each Btate that number of members which comes nearest to her
exact mathematical part or proportion.
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That is the new method, the method which Mr. Webster recom-

mended, with variations.
Now, here is the composite method to which I shall eall the at-

tention of the House in reference to some tables which I shall
submit:

Or let the rule be that the mlation of each State shall be divided by a
common divisor, and that in addition to the number of members resulting
from the division a member shall be allowed to each State whose fraction ex-
ceeds a molety of the division.

That is the rule which, if adopted, wonld give these three States
an additional member, That is the rule which is invoked by the
table of 884 presented by the Burleigh report. Mr. Webster goes
on to say:

Either of these, it seems to the committee, is a just and fair rule capable
of uniform application and operating with entire impartiality. There is no
want of a common proportion or of a common divisor. There is nothing left
to arbitrary discretion. If the rule in either of these forms be adopted, it
will never be doubtful how every member of any proposed number for a
House of Representatives ought to be assigned. Nothing will be left in the
discretion of Congress. The right of each State will be a mathematical right

easily ascertained, about which there can be neither doubt nor difficulty, and
in the application of the rule there will be no room for preference, partiality,
or injustice.

Now, let us follow Webster. That is all we ask—let us follow
the rule laid down by Webster, and which has been followed ever
since with the variations which that rule permits. My friend
from Illinois—and I ask him to correctme if I am in error—when
he adopts the number 357 deprives these three small States of rep-
resentation, although they have majority fractions, He says that
he does this because if we should allow them representation
by majority fractions it will necessitate the adoption of a new
table and the allowance of majoritz fractions for other States.
Butwhy follow that tableatall? Why does he not follow Table 4?
I call his attention to page 101 of the report. His ratio is 208,858—
only 142 short of the round number 290,000,

ow this Table 4 has been printed for the information of every
member of the House, yet the chairman of this committee has not
referred to it once. He has disregarded entirely the old system,
and while he follows parts of the new system he rejects others.
He asks this House to follow him blindly, He ridicules the ma-
jorities of these three States by showing how possibly this rule
might give Maine a little more than she is entitled to, because her
majority fraction is small.

Suppose he had started out, not with 357 Representatives, but
with 209,000 as the ratio, what would have been theresul{? Every
one of these States that are included in his bill would have received
the representation that they do receive by his bill, and in addition
thereto Colorado, Florida, and North Dakota would have received
one member each. It is an illustration of the difference between
the old system and thenew system. The one system works fairly,
by which there is not a single majority fraction left over, as
V%ebsber said should be the case, while the other gives us only 357
members, and three majority fraction States are left out. The
gentleman objects to a membership of 860. Why? Because if
he dees allow those three members to be added, that will break
up the symmetry of his process. That is his reason.

He says you can not add anything to it because it wounld make
860 instead of 357, and then he says you will have to start all over
acain-with 860 as the divisor and create an entirely new table.
He is wedded to 357 and youn can not get him away from it, whereas
if he had taken the other set of tables, if he had taken Table 4, on

age 101, by simply making the divisor 309,000 even instead of
Eis number—208,868—every State in the Union with a majority
fraction would have received representation. My friend can not
answer that. The figures are there and the effect of that jug-
glery of figures is to deprive these three States of their proper
representation. The gentleman’s only justification of if is t-gg.t
that is the process he started on and he wants us to swallow his

TOCESS,

Now, what abont the bill of the gentleman from Maine [Mr,
BurLEIGH]? It is constructed strictly in accordance with Table
4, with the exception that Iowa is not allowed one member that
she is entitled to. The proper number is 387 and not 386. The
original Burleigh bill was correct. In committee it was reduced
to 386, and Towa in consequence lost one member. Now, how
was that reduction made? Simply because Webster’s first proc-
ess was followed by Mr. BURLEIGH instead of his second.

If my friend from Iowa [Mr. LacEY] will look at page 107 of
the report hie will see that by adopting 194,000 as a divisor, Iowa
will have one more member, the number of members reported as
shown in the bill originally introduced by the gentleman from
Maine [Mr. BurLEIGH], That is under the fair process by which
every majority fraction in every State is allowed representation.
The reason Iowa does not get that additional member is that the
minority of the committee attempted to follow the first process,
and as a result the majority fraction did not save Iowa. Three
hundred and eighty-four was the number they started with.
They added two for Virgnia and Nebraska and left Iowa out.
But if you start with a fixed number of population instead of a

fixed number of members as a divisor, it is impossibie for 4 major
fraction to be left out, and that is the system that ought to ob-
tain in this Congress and in other Congresses hereafter in fram-
ing apportionment bills, i

Page 107 of the report shows that with 194,000 Iowa gains one.
Under the Burleigh bill Iowa does not gain one, simply for the
reason that the new process is adhered to with variations by the
gentleman from Maine [Mr. BURLEIGH]; whereas if the old proc-
ess had been adhered to, with ““majority fractions” variation,
Towa would have gotten her just deserts, or if she lost one mem-
ber my friend could not complain. Simgly by adopting that
method Iowa would get her full quota as indicated in the original
Burleigh bill.

Now, the difference between the Burleigh bill and the Hopkins
bill in their operationis this: In the Hopkins bill no allowance is
made for major fractions in three States, because, as the gentleman
says, the residuum of 22 is exhausted before these three States are
reached, there being 25 States with majority fractions. Under
the Burleigh application of the same system every State with a
major fraction is accorded representation by simply adding to the
original number with which he started. Both those applications
are wrong because the system is wrong, inasmuch as it necessarily
involves the deprivation of some of the States of representation
for major fractions. The proper system, indicated in Table 4, the
adoption of which will secure almost the same ratio of population,
does not deprive any State of representation for a majority frac-
tion, and that is the same principle which Mr. Webster said ought
to be adopted by Congress,

So it strikes me that the number 357, advocated by the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. Hopkixs], chairman of the Committee on
the Census, should not be adopted by this House. It deprivesthree
States of representation. By any otherprocess in the world except
by the Hopkins process they will not be deprived of this member-
ship. - The gentleman has adhered neither to the old system or the
new. He has not adhered to any precedent or any apportionment
that has ever been adopted in this country. The RECORD will sus-
tain me in that statement, and the gentleman can not say to the
contrary. Then why should we follow him blindly when his onl
reason is that it is the present number of this House, notwithstand-
ing the fact thaf it admittedly deprives States of their just rep-
resentation?

If the people of the United States ‘are to be represented in this
their Government, they can nowhere be so directly represented
as in the House of Representatives. The burden of the National
Government far exceeds that of the State. In one year there is
paid into the National Treasury by the people of a State more than
their own State, county, and city treasurers collect from them in
twenty years. They have the right to keep close to Washington
and to closely guard legislation there enacted and government
there administered. The House has always kept pace with the
growth of the country, in its membership, by every apportionment
except one, that of 1842, in which it was reduced by Senate amend-
ment.

Ten years ago it was fixed at 356, the population being 62,622,250,
The country has grown to 74,565,906 of representative population,
an increase of nearly 12,000,000, Then there were 356 Represent-
atives to 88 Senators, about 4 to 1. According to Mr. HoPKINS'S
bill, with Arizona and Oklahoma yet to be admitted, the ratio
will stand 360 to 94, or16 short of 4 to 1. By his bill the States of
Indiana, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, Nebraska, Ohio, South Caro-
lina, and Virginia each lose one of their present number, notwith-
standing the increase of population in those 8 States during the
past decade is over 1,500,000. That reverses the policy of Con-
gress in the eleventh apportionment, when this was the plan
adopted by the committee,

Trials were made until a number was found that would give a ratio which
in application would secure each State againstany loss in its membership and
in no instance leave a majority. This number was found to be 356.

The present bill proposes to blindly adopt the conditions which
existed ten years ago, notwithstanding the effect is to vitally in-
jure eight sovereign States—a result which that Congress delib-
erately and specifically refused to accomplish,

The time has not yet come to call a halt in the size of the House.
We do not need another Senate. If a member feels too much
crowded and jostled here, he may ask his State to relieve him by
sending him there. 'We are not in each other’s way. Exue%i on
very rare occasions there are dozens of empty chairs. Debates
are conducted by leaders and assistant leaders, and r ition is
not such a matter of right as to occasion tumult in its being
sought. Chairmen of committees, one after another, have charge
of the proceedings, with space visible everywhere. Add 29 mem-
bers to our number and there will be no appreciable addition to
occupied chairs, and vacant ones will, except on few occasions
and for brief periods, always be found waiting for and welcoming
occa
It ﬁeedlesa to enlarge upon this universally admitted condi-
tion. But we are serionsly told that the cost of Congress will to
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that extent be increased. This session of Congress will, if the
Senate confirms what you have passed, appropriate for 100,000
soldiers. Thirty additional members of the House will be of less
cost and expense than 150 of these soldiers! The constitutional
monarchies of Europe accord to their people a fuller representa-
tion in their legislative assemblies than does Congress to the citi-
zens of this Republic, whose distinctive characteristic and pround
privilege is that they are the source of all power, all legislation,
and all government.

England’s House of Commons consists of 670 members, although
her population is only 37,888,430. Germany, with 52,279,901 peo-
ple, has a Reichstag of 397, The Italian Chamber of Deputies is
composed of 508, for a population of 29,609,785, The Spanish
Cortes has 431, while Spain's population is 17,550,216, e Re-

ublic of France is far more generous to its people than the
%nit.ed States is to its citizens, its population of 38,517,975 being
represented by 584 deputies, or 1 to every 65,955 of the popula-
tion; whereas even with 386 members of Congress, each member
with us will represent 194,182 people.

The sovereign voters of the United States should be as directly
represented as possible in their government of themselves. The
larger the territory and the greater the population of a district,
the farther is each person in it from personal representation.
Their interests are each year becoming larger and more varied, as
evidenced by the vast appropriation bills and the items compos-
ing them, and the ever-increasing mass of the subjects of legisla-
tion and billsintroduced. The work of their Representativesisnot
confined to these walls, but ramifies all of the departments, and
all during the year, even when Congress is not in session, as most
of us can certify.

Now, gentlemen, I want to talk to this side of the House about
another matter. It has been industriously worked upon you that
the effect of the adoption of the Hopkins bill will be to save the
political integrity of both parties as it now exists, and my friend,
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HoPKINs], and others have tried
to instill into the minds of memberson thisside of the House, with
tears in their voices, the fact that if we should adopt the Burleigh
bill here the inevitable result would be to give a Republican gain
of 10 members. Now, gentlemen, just ti:mk' about it for two
seconds and a half. The argument that the gentleman brings to
bear upon you is that if you do not save the Democratic party
from the Burleigh bill the Republicans will gain 10 members of
this House. He did it seriously and half expected you to keep
your faces straight in listening to his argument. Just think of it,
and the results of it—

Mr. KLUTTZ. Has not the same argument been used on the
other side to whip them into line for the Burleigh bill?

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. That is a correct argnment,
as I am going to show you.

Mr, KLUTTZ. They will gain 10,

Mr, WILSON of Sonth Carolina. Not by the Burleigh bill. I |ti

do not think that political considerations should control in this
matter, but if there is any salvation that is ever going to come to
the Democratic party it must come through the Burleigh bill and
not through the Hopkins bill. Why, nunder the Hopkins bill two
of our doubtful States are at the outset openly and unblushingly
deprived of 1 member, when' each is entitled to 1. Under the
Burleigh bill here is our standingf The Republicans gain 21 and
lose 1. Their net gain is 20. The Democrats gain 10 and lose
none, a net Republican gain of 10. Now, what do theyinclude in
there? They include New York, New Jersey, Connecticut, West
Virginia, and Indiana. There is not an intelligent Democrat in
the United States under the light of existing conditions that does
not know that the only chance the Democracy has to win in this
country is by carrying those States, and unlesswe do carry those
States, or most of them, we can do nothing.

Mr., KLUTTZ. Will the gentleman permit me tointerrupt him

ain?

AMr. WILSON of South Carolina. Certainly.

Mr. KLUTTZ. I ask the gentleman if, under the Hopkins bill,
the political sitnation does not remain as it is? Is not that the
fact?

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. I say if the Republicans
carry those States the Republicans will have a majority of 10; and
if the Democrats carry those States the Democrats will have a
majority of 8—a gain of 8, -

Mr. KLUTTZ. Whichis the more likely to carry them?

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. So I say, accepting the sur-
rounding conditions in these States, shall we risk nothing with
reference to them? Till we do carry them, or most of them, there
will not be a President inangurated by the Democratic party.

Mr. LACEY. I would like to ask the gentleman a question.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman yield.

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Certainly.

Mr. LACEY. I understand you to assume that if the Demo-
crats those States certain results will follow?

Mr. W N of South Carolina, Certainly.

Mr. LACEY. How do you get at that result? Do you assume

that all the States south of Mason and Dixon's line will continue -

to be Democratic?

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. I am not considering any of
the other States one way or the other, I am simply discussing
those States. If these States go Republican, then it will be 10
more for their majority, and if the Democrats gain those States
they will gain 8 more for the aggregate of their majority. Do
vou not see the sitnation? Why should they bring this political
argument to bear in this House to scare us away from our duty
when we know that the only salvation of the Democratic party is
in those very States, and we are therefore perfectly wifling to
make those States’ representation as large as possible.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama. I wish to ask the gentleman
if he would discuss this feature of the bill relating to the districts,
and the use of the word *‘ compact?”

Mr, WILSON of South Carolina. I will come to that after

a while,

Mr, RICHARDSON of Alabama. I see in the Hopkins bill
there is an amendment.

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. You mean by the addition of
the word ** compact?”

Mr, RICHARDSON of Alabama. The word heretofore used
has been ‘‘ contignous.” It has been changed by the addition of
the word ‘‘compact;” and I shonld like to hear what the gentle-
man has to say in discussing that.

131%1.' WILSON of Sounth Carolina. I will discuss that matter
T On.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama. The Hopkins bill and the
Burleigh bill both contain that, and the Crumpacker bill is the
only one that leaves the word ‘‘compact” out. I would like to
hear the gentleman discuss the use of the word ‘‘ compact” in
these two bills.

Mr, WILSON of South Carolina. I will discuss it, but I only
have an hour, and there are other matters that I must first direct
my attention to.

. RICHARDSON of Tennessee, If thegentleman from South
Carolina will permit me, and I know he is much more familiar
with the bill than I am, I understood him to say that there are 8
States in the Hopkins bill that will lose 1 member each if it is
adopted. Now,is it not feasible and practicable to pass this bill

ing the number at 357 and insert a proviso that these 8 States
which would lose shall have their members, so as to make the
House 365 members? Is not that practical and constitutional?

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. It is practical and constitu-
tional, that everybody knows; but—

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. Why not make it that way?

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. It was done in 1872, under
the Webster process ‘“ with variation,” but while Mr. HoPKINS
adopts the Webster process he refuses to adopt it‘‘ with varia-

on. ”
Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. That would satisfy the gen-
tleman, would it not?

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. So far as the result is con-
cerned; but I do not think the principle would be right. I think
the correct principle is by Table No. 4, which is what was done
from the beginning of the Government to 1842, Adopt a fixed
number of population, and let the number of Representatives be
determined in the quotient, allowing an additional member for
each major fraction in a remainder. That is the only sensibleand
rational way, I think, of determining the matter. Itistheold (or
Polk) process adapted to the Webster suggestion that recognition
be given to major fractions in remainders,

Mr. HEPBURN. I would like tointerrupt the gentleman with
a question, if he pleases,

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. With pleasure.

Mr. HEPBURN. Iunderstand the gentlemantomakeanargu-
ment in favor of the Burleigh bill, because it gives to States that
were carried by the Republican party in the last election an
advantage of 7. Now I suggest to himn that if his argument is
good, and if he is going to be generous to us, he ought to go fur-
ther and adopt 398 as the number, becanse under that apportion-
mentthe Republicans—that is, the States that went Republican in
the last election—would gain 28, while the States that went Demo-
cratic would gain 13, giving us a clear advantage of 15. Now, if
he is going to be 1{;helrtlleror:;s, why not go on up to that number and
give us what we think we ought to have?

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. The gentleman is in error in
stating that my argnment on the political line was in the interest
of the Democratic part{. It was in reply to an argument assidu-
ously ?ropagat.ed on this side of the House by leaders of your
side of the House who were afraid that we were going to give
the Republican party too much. I say we do not adopt 398 be-
cause it is not necessary in order to save every State to go beyond
886, That is the reason we adopted 386 as the least number

possible.
Now, if youn follow the course pursued in this country up to
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1842 you will do it. If you adopt the course that has been pur-

- pued by this country since 1842 you will doit. The only exce
tion, the only milestone of the century by which unfairness will
be dealt to any State in the Union bjl an apportionment bill, will
be by the adoption of the Hopkins bill,

Never before in the history of this country since fractions were
recognized has a single State been deprived of a majority fraction,
and even in the last apportionment the change of one vote in the
Senate would have increased the membership from 356 to 359,
If there had been one Senator of a different mind over there the
present representation in this Congress would be 359 plus Utah,
which would make 360; and my friend from Illinois would be
here to-day advocating 360,

Mr. JO of Virginia., Let me suggest to the gentleman that
Mr. Webster says in his report that it would be unconstitutional
to deny a State a representative from a majority fraction.

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Yes; I have read that. If
members will stop to think for two and a half minutes and look
over table 4, they will see the outrage that is sought to be perpe-
trated by this Hopkins bill.

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. Will the gentleman allow mea ques-
tion?

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Certainly.

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. Do I understand that you are advo-
cating the proposition involved in the mincrity report?

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Yes,

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. 1f I understand that proposition, it
proceeds on the same basis as the majority report pr upon,

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Except that the majority
fractions are allowed, while the Hopkins bill does not allow all
majority fractions.

Mr. SMITH of Kentucky. It seems to me the majority and
minority have started out by taking a number arbitrarily, instead
OHf fixing the population that one man can fairly represent in the

ouse.

Mr, WILSON of South Carolina, That isthe argument I made
at the outset. The old method, with the ‘‘majority fraction vari-
ation,”is the correct method, and it will be secured if we will take
887, because if you will look at page 107 of this pamphlet you will
find that the nnmber I mention, 194,000, will give the precise fig-
ures in the Burleigh bill as originally introduced. The difference
between the Burleigh bill as introduced and re is that Iowa
is not allowed 1 additional Representative. That makes the dif-
ference between 887 and 386, and that difference was caused by
adopting the new method instead of the old, which should bave
been adopted with the Webster majority fraction variation, sug-
gested by Mr. Webster in his report of 1832,

Mr. LACEY. Why did they adopt the new method?

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Well, the gentleman from
Maine [Mr. BURLEIGH] can state that; because he wanted to pro-
g?]ed with his bill on the same principle as adopted in the Hopgins

K

Mr. LACEY. Was not it because the Iowa delegation was
against the increase of the membership of the House? [Laughter.]

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. No; we ought to have found
out first how the Iowa delegation stood, but we neglected to do
so. [Laughter.] Now, Mr. Speaker, that is all I wish to say
upon that subject.

THE KEGRO AND HIS VOTE.

I want now to talk to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. CruM-
PACKER] a while. I can not make an ar, ent in full, as I in-
tended, for I have not the time, and I shall thereby be prevented
from elaborating the subject as I should wish; but I shall cite him
to decisions of the Supreme Court of this country by which he
will understand that his ridiculous bill can not for a moment be
sustained by that tribunal.

Hisbill accords to every State its full number of Representatives
except South Carolina, North Carolina, Mississippi, and Louisi-
ana, and from each of these four Southern States he takes three
Representatives, his reason for such arbitrary proceeding being
that each of these States has denied]the right of suffrage to at
least 40 per cent of its inhabitants, and consequently its repre-
sentation must, under the second clause of the fourteenth amend-
ment to the Constitution, be reduced to that extent.

That clanse provides that when the right to vote at any election
for Representatives in Congress, efc., is denied to any male in-
habitants of a State 21 years of age and citizens of the United
States, or in any way abridged, exceet for participation in rebel-
lion or other crime, the basis of Congressional representation
therein shall be reduced in proportion which the number of such
male citizens shall bear to the whole number of male citizens 21
years of age in such State.

The right to vote does not come from the United States, but from
the State. The United States Constitution nowhere confers that
%ht. That is explicitly decided in Minor vs. Happersett (21

all., 166) and United States vs. Reese (92 U. 8., 215),

The fifteenth amendment, which declares that the right of citi-

zens of the United States to vote shall not be denied or abridged
by the United States or any State on account of race, color, or

revious condition of servitude,does not confer the right to vote.

ts only meaning, purpose, and effect was this: Before its adop-
tion preference in suffrage could be given by a State to one race
over another; aState could have entirely disfranchised the negro.
But now, since its adoption, if citizens of one race having certain
qualifications are permitted to vote, those of another having the
same tgmliﬁcations must be. The right to vote, therefore, comes
from the State, but the fifteenth amendment forbids any diserimi-
nation on account of race. So says United States vs. Cruikshank
(92 U. 8., b44).

The fourteenth amendment did not change the relations of the
Stateand Federal governments, as held In re Kemmler (136 U. 8.,
436). It did not attempt to confer the right of suffrage upon the
negro, but citizenship only, which does not include the right to
vote. A woman is a United States citizen, but can not vote.
That amendment simply tried to force the States to accord suf-
frage to the negro by imposing the penalty of loss of representa-
tion in Congress, which I have already stated as the second
clanse. But unfortunately for the bill of the gentleman from
Indiana, Congress did not rest content with the fourteenth
amendment, but followed it up with the fifteenth, which de-
clared it to be ont of the power of a State to disfranchise the
negro as such—the very thing which the fourteenth amendment
declares shall cut down the State’s representation.

The only thing, therefore, which can reduce a State’s number of
Representatives is declared by the fifteenth to be an impossible
thing; and the gentleman is left high and dry by the last amend-
ment of the Constitution. One of the ablest Republicans this
country has produced, Mr. Blaine, concedes this when he writes:

When the fifteenth amendment declared that the State shall not exclude
the negro from the right of suffrage, it neutralized and surrendered the
contingent right before held to exclude him from the basis of apportion-
ment., Congress is thus plainly deprived by the fifteenth amendment of cer-
tain powers over representation in the South which it previously possessed
under the provisions of the fourteenth amendment.

No one has ever denied that the fourteenth amendment was
aimed exclusively at the South, and, that no one may ever igno-
rantly do so upon this floor, I shall state a few featuresof the leg-
islation which led to it.

On January 22, 1866, the reconstruction committee of the
House reported this amendment to the Constitution:

Representations and direct taxes shall be apportioned among the several
States which may be included within this Union according to their respective
numbers, counting the whole number of persons in each State, excluding
Indians not taxed: Provided, That whenever the e franchise shall be
denied or abridged in any State on account of race or color, all persons of
such race or color shall be excluded from the basis of representation.

Mr. Blaine contended thatif any class was excluded from rep-
resentation it should also be excluded from taxation.

Sloan, of Washington, spoke for a basis of voters.

John Baker drew attention to the fact that the proposed amend-
ment leaves any State the right to narrow the suffrage as she
pleases, so long as she steers clear of the test of race or color.

Ingersoll offered an amendment prohibiting any State from pre-
scribing a property qualification.

Jenckes op: that amendment as needlessly abridging the
power of States,

Schenck’s amendment based apportionment npon the number of
male citizens who are voters. 1t received but 29 votes, The res-
olution was recommitted, and the committee reported a changed
proviso:

Provided, That whenever the elective franchise shall be denied or abridged

in any State on account of race or color, the persons therein of such race or
color shall be excluded from the basis of representation.

It carried by 120 to 40.

It was killed in the Senate.

‘Whilein that body Senator Henderson offered this amendment:

No State in prescribing the qualifications requisite for electors therein
ghall discriminate against any person on account of color or race.

It received but 10 votes.

In April, 18566, the House passed and June 13 the Senate approved
(withanamendmentin which the House concurred) the resolution.

Senator Doolittle offered an amendment making ** voters” the
basis of representation. 1f received but 7 votes.

The distinguished gentleman will observe that thirty-four years
ago the effort now made by him was essayed by Representa-
tive Schenck and by Senator Doolittle with as little success as
will attend his bill. There is but one way to accomplish his de-
sire to make registration of voters the basis of representation,
and that is by the adoption of a sixteenth amendment to the
Constitution. But that would be disastrous to Massachusetts,
one-fourth of whose population can not vote because of her educa-
tional qualifications; Connecticut, California, Delaware, Maine,
New York, and other States, whose laws practically disfranchise
the illiterate. All States would be measured by the same stand-
ard, and the four Southern States would not stand alone as sub-
jects of his political pruning knife.
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His bill is the Rip Van Winkle of the reconstruction era. It is
a misfit with this generation and these piping times of alleged
good will and fraternity between the sections. Such actionisount
of accord with the sounds of jubilation over a reunited country
which constantly regale our ears. Our people would much prefer
less protestations of kindlinessif accompanied with less unfriendly
attacks npon their {)eace, safety, and prosperity.

We have no apology to make for ridding ourselves of a voting
population which was never legally invested with the right to
vote. In clothing the negro with suffrage the Federal bayonet
took the place of the Constitution. The history of reconstruec-
tion speaks for itself and removes the subject from disputation.
Neither Lincoln nor Johnson intended to inflict upon the South
unrestricted negro suffrage.

President Lincoln wrote to Governor Hahn, of Louisiana, March
15, 1863:

i\'ow you are about to have a convention which, among other things, will
probnbiy define the elective franchise. I barely suggest for your private
consideration whether some of the colored people may not be let in, as, for
mmnmaaﬁhe very intelligent, and especially those who fought gallantly in
our

In reconstructing the eleven State governments in 1865 Presi-
dent Johnson sent a circular letter fo the provisional governors
suggesting that the elective franchise be extended to all colored
men “who can read the Constitution of the United States and
write their names, and also to those who own and pay taxes on
real estate valued at not less than $250.”

The very able and radical Senator Fessenden said in the debate
on the Freedmen’s Burean bill:

I take it that no one contends—I think that the honorable Senator from
Massachusetts himself [Mr. Sumner], who is the greatest champion of uni-
versal suffrage, would hardly wntenc‘i—tlmt now, at this time, whole of
the population of the recent slave States is fit to be admitted to the exercise
of the right of suffrage. I presume no man who looks at the cugest‘lan dispas-
sionately and calmly could contend that the great mass of those who were
recently slaves (undoubtedly there may be exceptions). and who have been
kept in ignorance all their lives, opp or more or less forbidden to ac-
quire information, are fitted at this stage to exercise the right of suffrage, or
conld be trusted to do it unless under such good advice as those better in-
formed might be prepared to give them.

Nevertheless, the passionsof the year succeeding the war forced
upon us by Congress that condition which Fessenden said no one
would even contend for. The reconstruction constitutions were
adopted under the military governors by negroes and aliens; not
by the citizens of the States, The States had not made voters of

e recently emancipated slaves, nor had the United States made
citizens of them, as the fourteenth amendment had not then been
adopted.

Our negro and carpetbag constitutions were erected under the
initiative of the reconstruction act of 1867, which imposed mili-
tary governments upon the Southern States, which were to sup-
plant civil government unless and until they should adopt a
constitution and the fourteenth amendment, also guarantes uni-
versal suffrage, the convention therefor to be elected by all men
over 21—whether citizens or not—except the white citizens of the
State, the election to be supervised by military officers and the
registration to be conducted under military officers; the constitu-
tion o made to be submitted to the same illegal and farcical voters
for ratification, then reported to Congress for approval; and then
and not till then were the States to have Representatives in Con-
gress. In passing, I may add, that same revolutionary Thirty-
ninth Congress passed the revolutionary tenure of office act,
upsetting the established practice since the foundation of the
Government. It defied all restraints. 3

When the 10 States came with their new constitutions so un-
constitutionally forced upon them this condition was imposed and
nominally attached to their admission:

That the constitution of the State shall never be so amended or changed
as to deprive any citizen or class of citizens of the United States of the right
to vote who are entitled to vote by the constitution herein recognized, except
as a punishment for such crimes as are now felonies at common law, whereof
they shall have been duly convicted under laws equally applicable to all the
inhabitants of said State.

That act was as sounding brass. Texas vs. White (7 Wallace)
decides that the Confederate States were never out of the Union.
So they could not be ¢ conditionally readmitted.”

Blaine says in that connection:

The Republican platform (1868) asserted that the guaranty of suffrage to
the loyal men of the South must be maintained, but that the question of
suffrage in the loyal States belonged to the States themselves. It was an
evasion; a mere stroke of exped{emg to escape the prejudices which negro
suffrage would encounter in & majority of the loyal States. Itwas a decep-
tion, because every intelligent man knew that it would be impossible to force
negro suffrage on the Southern States by national anthority and leave the
Northern States free to exclude it from their own domain.

And that—

The Republican majority in Congress were so well satisfled that the war
had not carried the 11 States out of the Union, that they insisted that the
fourteenth amendment should be ratifled by three-fourths of all the States.

Later on, while the civil rights bill was passing, on motion of
Wilson of Iowa, this amendment was unanimously adopted:

Nothing in this act shall be so construed as to affect the laws of any State
concerning the right of suffrage (p. 175).

Moreover, the same Congress which imposed negro suffrage as
a condition for the alleged *‘readmission ” of the Sonthern States,
admitted Colorado and Nebraska, notwithstanding their consti-
tutions prohibited negro suffrage.

‘While those frantic, and unfortunately successful, efforts were
being made by Con?ss to fasten negro domination upon the
South, States of the North serenely excluded the negro from suf-
frage: Connecticut in 1863, by 6,000 majority: Kansas in 1867, by
9.000; Minnesota, by 1,000; Ohio, by 50,000; New York, by 40,000,
Nevada, Colorado, Nebraska, and Wisconsin swell the list.

The only criticism that can justly be made of us is that we so
long endured the outrage perpetrated upon us and delayed re-
suming control of our governments by the intelligence and white
manhood of the States, so forcibly and unconstitutionally wrested
from them. So much, Mr. Speaker, for the charge of disfran-
chisement. I will simply say in addition, without going into de-
tails, that any man of ordinaryintelligence in the South can qualify
himself to vote, just as he can in Massachusetts or California.

The gentleman from Indiana seems very solicitous about the
welfare of the negro in the South. I want fo tell him and other
members from the West that in New England and the Northern
States, whose people have been brought into contact with the
South by business intercourse and otherwise, there isan entirely
different impression concerning the condition of the negro from
that which prevails in some of the Western States. Out West
people have the impression that the negro is oppressed, robbed,
outrageously and brutally treated. The troub{]e is they do not

know. They simply stay at home and do not enjoy proper facili--

ties of business and other acquaintance with the South.

If they shounld once develop business relations with us; if they
would send some of their men there and see what the existing
conditions are; if they would see the amicable relations existing
between the two races; if they would see how the South is pros-
pering and taking the Bté:%'ro along up with if, they would have
their eyes opened—the esremoved. There you have the great
pension vote, and that vote is always cast against the South.
Those voters still have the idea that they are emancipating the
negro. Itis, Iimagine, a favorite pastime with you on thestump
out West to abuse the South for her supposed treatment of the
negro. Well, it does not hurt us. We are paying no attention
to it; we are going ahead vigorously; we are devoting our time
and attention to the development of our country, and astonishing
the world by our tremendous advance in wealth and prosperity.
You people out West who wish to abuse the South for political
purposes may continue to do so to your hearts’ content and make
as many votes as yon may by that proceeding, We shall not pre.
vent it; we are too busy and life is too short.

A consideration more important than the control and eliniina-
tion of the negro vote is, that the Sonthern people should enjoy se-
curity and peace and prosperity in their homes. We would not
allow the suffrage question or anything else to stand in the way
of the safety of our people and honest government. For eight
long years we had a trial of negro domination under carpetbag
leaﬂ:lrship, and I want to give you some statistics of that reign of
venality.

in South Carolina prior to 1868 the average tax collections
amounted to $100,000 per annum. During those years of negro
government the average was $1,270,000. lEL1ghena were fraudulently
issued (and the proceeds converted to the personal useof those who
had political control) bonds to the extent of $9,000,000. The State
was robbed of that much money. Theannual revenues were con-
snmed in the bribery of members and senators, purchases for their
use of furniture, supplies, and wine—keeping an open restaurant
in the capitol day and night, and larceny by public officers.
publie printing company was organized, composed of the clerk of
the senate, the clerk of the house, and the comptroller-general.
There was paid to this company for public printing during ons
year $450,000. Before that period the average was §21,000. The
governor received $20,000 for his signature to one of the appro-
priation bills. The general assembly had 349 clerks, 124 pages,
and 144 messengers. In one session there were issued in pay cer-
tificates $1,168,255.

These figures will give you an idea of what negro government
(which you are contending for here) did for our State. One of
the senators—Senator Leslie—said, “*A State has no right tobe a
State unless she can pay and take care of her statesmen.” That
was the theory on which they acted. One of the United States
Senators said that *there was in South Carolina five more years
of good stealing.” Out of 17 negro senators 14 were proven cor-
rupt by an investigating commission.

Now, I want to tell you how the negro is treated in the North.
Let me say to my friend from Indiana that one of the leading
negroes of the South—Booker Washington—knows more about
the negro than he does. What does Booker Washington say? I
read from his remarks before the industrial convention:

It is in the South that the black man finds an open sesame in labor, indus-
. and business that is not surpassed anywhere. It is here thatthat form
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of slavery which prevents a man from seﬂin%his labor to whom he pleases,
om account of his color, is almost unknown—that compels him to live in idle-
ness while his family starves. i A

The South gives him something more merciful than sentiment—the oppor-
tunity to earn his bread. He canspend his dollar with fairest opportunity in
the opera at the North: he can earnit with fairest opportunity at the South.
He is excluded by the labor unions of the North.

That is what Booker Washinzton thinks about the negro in the
South and in the North. Now, let me give you some facts
in regard to our treatment of the negro in the Sonth. The
Sonth evolved him from barbarism. It required slavery to do it.
The North. aided by Europe, emancipated hum; and now the
South is bringing him up along with it. As the South grows in-
dustriously—as it grows in wealth and education—the negro is
being carried along. He is not allowed to control the govern-
ment, because he has been shown to be utierly unfif for it. Heis
protected in all his dearest rights except the right of voting, and
he does not care to vote,

Why, sir, to-day every negro in South Carolina who can read
and write may, if he chooses, go to one of the registration offices
of the State and become a registered voter. Fifty thousand of
them can do so if they wish, Buf yon can not get them to do if.
Why? Because they would rather save the dollar which would
be required as poll tax. They know that they can not carry the
elections. They know that nothing can be gained by their votes,
except to fatten their leaders with Federal patronage. Nearly all
of them belong to the ** Emancipation party,” and always will, I
suppose. They know that the intelligence of the State is going to
control. The Know that if they vote the white people are going
to stand together solidly, and 1 tell ! :
that if there is anything in the world that is going to break up the
solidity of the South it is what youn term *“depriving the negro of
the right of suflrage.”

For that reason I want a reasonable number of the negroes,
short of a majority, to register. It is the best thing for South
Carolina; it will be the best thing for the other Southern States, be-
cause there are, asall the ne pers show, signs of disintegration
among the Democracy of the South. Various planks in the plat-
form of the Republican party and other considerations are entic-
ing Democrats away from the faith of generations, away from
the political faith of their fathers. But they are not going to
leave the Democratic party. Why? Because they recognize the
force of the color menace, They know the salvation of their
homes, the prosperity of their State, depends upon white domina-
tion, and they will surrender their national politics in order to
secure white home government. My friend can not do the Democ-
racy of the Sonth a better service than he is doing to-day. I hope
he will keep it up for at least ten years, to save us at least that
long. [Laughter.]

The gentleman talks about education in the South. We are
educating the ne, In South Carolina each year there is raised
and applied for education, from various sources, an amount equal
to 5 mills upon the assessed value of the property of the State:
and there are more negroes than whites enrolled in the schools,
During the past thirty years, according to Dr. Harris, Commis-
sioner of Education, the South has spent more than $100,000,000
for the education of the negro, and he has not contributed 5 per
cent of the amount.

Nowhere on earth is he so well or fairly treated as in the Sounth,
and I cheerfully do him the justice of saying that I do not believe
that ou the face of the earth can be found more faithful or satis-
factory servants, domestics, and farm laborers, specially adapted
as they are to certain sections of the South. He is all right in his

lace, and will continue to prosper and be contented with it.

ith us he gets work, protection, and justice; with youn he gets

nothing except his right to vote the ‘* mancipation ticket,” with

g;ﬁa:t- a piece of an office thrown in—your cnly use for him is his
(0] ™

Now, the plain answer to all these arguments is the way the
South is growing. The South counld not be making such tremen-
dons progress and development as she is if the condition of dis-
order existed there as my friend would have this House believe.
Our factories are rapidly growing, and not wholly by Northern
capital. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr, LOVERIXG] can
tell you that. Of all the capital that is invested in the mills in
my State, not 14 per cent of it is from the North. It is Southern
capital, and evidences the progress and development of that coun-
try. 1 mention that particular industry because you are more
familiar with its reputation than any other. We not only make
the cotton, but we manufacture it and we export the manufac-
tures. The South to-day exports over oune-third of the total ex-
ports of this country, nearly $100,000,000 annually. We have got
something else to do down there besides hunting negroes, much
as the statement may surprise the gentleman,

Now, I will refer to some mistakes that the gentleman made
about South Carolina. I am not going to enter into any extended
argument. I deny the right of any member to bring my State
upon this floor for trial—not that I am afraid to meet it, but it
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tlemen on the other side | P

is beneath her dignity, and there shounld be no necessity for it,
But I will answer some things that he refers to. He says:

Other States than those mentioned have restrictive qualifications npon
manhood suffrage, but they are of such a character and apply to such condi-
tions that it ean not be said that in any particular State they directly and
necessarily disfranchise a sufficient number of citizens to materially affect
the basis of reprezentation. 5

Now, in Massachusetts in 1890, according to the census, there
were 263,432 illiterate persons, who must be excluded from rep-
resentation, according to my friend’s pesition. In Connecticut
there were 49,698, So the South is not the only country where
that condition exists to an extent *‘to materially affect the basis
of representation.”

Now, here is what he says about lynchings in the South:

The perpetrators of these crimes against civilization donot make the poor
excuse that the penal machinery is insdequate, and the mostappalling aspect
of the situation is that in some of the most atrocious instances of mob exe-
cution the work is done in broad daylight, and no effort is made on the part
of the perpetrators to conceal their identity. No prosecution ever follows.

He ought not to have bronght Indiana into the question in this
indirect way in the light of what has recently occurred at Rock-
port, where two negroes charged with murder were hunted down
with bloodhoundsand brutally lynched. and the third pursued to a
neighboring town the day following and murdered in cold bleod.
How can he with any regard for the fair name of his State have
the audacity to introduce such a subject upon this floor?

Mr. KLUTTZ. Three negroes lynched in two days!

Mr. CRUMPACKER. Dgesthe gentleman believe that one-half
of th;a Guif of Mexico counld be polluted and the other half remain
ure

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. That is just what we are talk-
ing about: we claim your half is just as rotten as ours. -

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. That is simply a side remark
which the gentleman from Indiana has made. We say that there
are more convictions of negroes in proportion to the number in
the North than there are in the South, that in proportion to the
respective poSlulaﬁons there are more negroes to-day in the pen-
itentiary in the North than there are in the penitentiary in the
South, There the negro gets protection. Do not be afraid about
that. We do not protect him in one crime; we never will, As
long as he commits it he will be promptly lynched, certain, sure,
just as he will be in any other section of the country. But when
he commits other crimes he gets his trial by jury.

And, as if he were determined to show how utterly and monu-
mentally ignorant he is concerning our conditions, he says:

With their natural manufacturing resources and cheap, tractable labor,
the fleld is peculiarly inviting to capital. The employer is free from the
annoyances Lthat labor orgauizations sometimes give in other sections, and
with simplified machinery and the coercive force of penal laws, the negro
becomes as efficient a rnct&xay hand in many lines as the white man. Capital
will continue to be attracted by such favorable conditions, and the ucts
of cheap, servile toil will continue to be sold in competition with the products
of inte! nt, independent labor in other sections of the country.

Now, Mr. Speaker, as matters of fact,in all the Sonthland there
are but two small cotton factories run with negro labor, and in
my humble judgment and with my fervent hope both of them
will soon cease the experiment. In none of them is there now or
ever will be the joint service of both races, The white race would
not permit it there any more than in the North. The negro can
never become a competitor with our white people in the mills, for
the simple reason that by nature he can at best make but a very
inefficient operative, while, as I clearly established on this floor
two years ago, there is no mill help in the world that can compare
in character, intelligence, blood, and efficiency with that of the
South, composed as it is of our own people, heirs of two centuries
of Southern spirit, independence, intelligence, and love of country.

Nor is he any nearer the fact when he states that labor organi-
zations are unknown to the operatives in the South, though he is
undoubtedly correct in the collateral statement that negro labor
is wholly unorganized. In no possible contingency will he ever
be admitted into Southern labor organizations—the color line, to
a dead certainty, will always bedrawn inthem. As yet themill
operatives have not, fo any great extent, formed themselves into
unions or organizations, but, of course, it is but a question of a
few years at most when they will find it convenient and to their
interests to do so—it has already begun—not because of any an-
tagonism to capital or the mill managers and owners, for the
now cooperate amicably, but for the same reason that has ca
labor the civilized world over to organize—its own benefit and
protection. No reasonable man will object tdit, and no amount
of unreasonable objection can avail against it. [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

Here the hammer fell.
r, HOPKINS, 1 yield thirty minutes to the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. HEPBURN].

Mr. HEPBURN. Mr. Speaker, there are some very amusing
features that have been presented by this debate. The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Hoprixs], in snpéam of the committee bill,
took up the bill of the minority and showed very conclusively
that it was framed upon entirely illogical, unfair, and in
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mathematical computations, and then he blandly admifted that
his bill was based upon precisely the same mathematical calcula-
tions. The gentleman from Maine [Mr. LITTLEFIELD], in support
of the minority bill, took np that of the majority and satisfied
everyone that an illogical, unfair, and unsafe basishad been adopted
for the construction of that bill, and then admitted that the bill
which Le advocated was based upon &rﬂcis&]y the same principles,
excepting that he arbitrarily injected into the bill which he sup-
ported Representatives from three other States that were not war-
ranted in any sense by the mathematical computation.

A great deal of time has been spent in trying toshow the justice
of the various bills. And yet every gentleman who stops to think
about it knows that it is absolutely impossible for any man to
have a scheme that will be absolutely just to the people of all the
States. In the very nature of things it cannot bedone, and there-
fore it appears fo me useless to waste time in fhese various com-
parisons. Take, for instance, the bill that has been lauded here by
the minoz’ll;? of the committee as containing peculiarly the features
of essential justice. Yet that very bill, notwithstanding their
declarations that all major fractions are represented, leaves the
State of lowa with a majority fraction of 106,000 without the in-
crease that should be given to a majority fraction.

How do you account for that, gentlemen? Yonu get right up to
the next number to that which would give Iowa this additional
representation, and there you stop, yet you claim great virtue for

ourselves becanse of the exact justice that is manifested by your
%ﬂ]_ The truth is, gentlemen, you can not any of you be just.
You can not divide by any divisor so as to give to every man
exact representation in this House, and therefore we might as well
discard that., Why should you insist about majority fractions?
Suppose that the divisor is 200,000, and here is a major fraction
of 100,001, which has representation. Here is another fraction,
that is not a majority fraction, of 100,000. You deny representa-
tion to that, and yet it may be a babe 6 months old that consti-
tutes the major fraction. You mightsuggest that you aregiving
representation in this House to that baby.

gf.r. Speaker, I think that the whole question involved here is
one of expediency. What is the better size? What number of
Representatives can best perform the duties that devolve upon
them in a deliberative body? Not this body, for I am willing to
confess here that it presents none of the features of a deliberative
body [langhter], but that deliberative body that we ought to
have. The fathers gave us their opinion with regard to this mat-
ter. When they provided for 26 Senators they provided for 65
Representatives, That was their idea. They thought that the

litical power of a member of the Senate should be two and a
B:lf times greater than the political power of a Representative.

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. I would ask the gentleman
what was the proportion in the last census?

Mr, HEPBURN. If the gentleman will possess his soul in pa-
tience he will find that I am talking about what the fathers did,
and the fathers did nothing with regard to the Eleventh Census,
so far as I am advised. [Laughter.]

That was their idea. How 1s it in the different States? In the
State where I live there are 50 senators and 100 representatives.
In the State of Illinois, I believe, there are three representatives
to one senator.

Mr, GROSVENOR. Fewer than that in Ohio.

Mr. HEPBURN. I think that in the majority of the Statesthe
proportion is less than three to ome. There is a consensus of
opinion, at least in some degree, that might enlighten us,

But, Mr, Speaker, I believe it is the duty of Representatives
here to preserve the political power with which they are invested
as compared with Senators. Senators have on a number of occa-
sions increased the number of Representatives, or it has been done
in the Senate. You have noticed, undoubtedly, that we have been
favored with the presence of Senators during the discussion of
this bill as we are not on other occasions favored. A great inter-
est, newspapers inform us, is being taken by those of a certain
character, attempting to influence this House in the direction of
an enlargement of its membership. Why? Because the larger
this Honse becomes the greater proportionate power does the Sen-
ator retain as compared with the Representative. It is too much
now, and yet the ﬁonse is all the time consenting to angment it.

Why should we, where it is unnecessary, constantly insist that
the appointing power should be limited tovontrol by the Senate?
‘Why should all the inferior Federal officers hold their induction
into office because of the advice and consent of the Senate? We
are constantly augmenting the power of Senators, while they are
constantly curtailing ours. It is unwise. I think there is some-
thing in this for consideration. Gentlemen tell us now, who are
advocates for enlarging this House, on other occasions that the
fact of an enlar, ouse justifies a system of government in the
House that is destructive to the individuality of members, and
absolutely destructive of the representative power that the Con-
stitution gives us and that cur people fondly think we emjo&;.'l

When you attack the system of rules that we have, t is

vicious in every degree, that is harmful to the individual charaec-
ter of the member, that is harmful to the deliberative charac-
ter of this body, that absolutely destroys it, and puts it beyond
the power of any individual to participate in legislation or to
bring to the consideration of this House any measure, no matter
how important it may be to him or to his people, without he gets
the consent of another person, another Representative—when
gju attack that vicious system, you are told that it is because the

ouse is a mob, becaunse it has n so enlarged that individual
responsibility does not weigh upon the members; because there
is no possibility in the confusion of the vast number to secure
that deliberation that is necessary to the proper discharge of pub-
lic business. On those occasions the House is too large. F be-
lieve it is wiser, I believe it wonld be better for the people, and
it would be better for the individual membership, to decrease
rather than increase the number of Representatives.

Mr. JONESof Virginia. Will the gentleman permit a question?

Mr, HEPBURN. Certainly.

Mr. JONES of Virginia. I wonld like to ask the gentleman
from Iowa if he would vote for an amendment to the Hopkins bill
fixing the number at 350 instead of 337, and thereby reduce the
representation of Iowa from 11 to 10?

1. HEPBURN. No,sir; I would not do that. But I will say
this, if the committee in its wisdom, after an examination of the
whole subject, had introduced a bill of that character, I would
have sup it. [A]I:»plause.g

Now, Mr. Speaker, I do not believe that any corresponding
good will come to us by this enlargement. Let me remind the
gentleman from Virginia that the time once was when the State
of Virginia had 24 Representatives in this House. Inmy judg-
ment—

Mr. JONES of Virginia, I would like fo ask the gentleman
what census that was.

Mr. HEPBURN. I have forgotten; the number was between
22 and 24.

Mr. JONES of Virginia. Twenty-three was the highest num-
ber of Representatives that Virginia ever had.

Mr. 'BURN. Icame withinoneof it. [Laughter.] Itake
it that every ar, ent that could be made to-day for increasing
the Representatives of this House so that Virginia shall continue
the Representatives that she now has could have been made at the
time when she had 23. Suppose that that argument had been ef-
fective, and suppose at each recurring period when it was madeit
had influence, what wounld have been the number now? More
than 800 members would have seats upon this floor. There was a
time when the State of Maine had 8 members.

When it was proposed to diminish that number, I have no doubt
but that there was some eloquent son of Maine who made sub-
stantially the same argument that was made here the other day;
and yet if that argument had been potential, if that number had
been continued up to the present time, and other States had the
representation that they would have had, to-day there would be
771 members entitled toseats upon thisfloor. And has Maine suf-
fered? Certainly not. Asthe people have learned from time to
time, when they must lose in guantity they have so improved the
quality that Maine certainly to-day has no cause to blush for her
representation on this floor,

r. JONES of Virginia, Will the gentleman permit a question
in that line?

Mr. HEPBURN. Why, if the gentleman desires to ask me if I
want tosay the same thing for Virginia, I will say, unhesitatingly,
“yes,” [Greatlaughter.

Mr. JONES of Virginia. I would ask the gentleman if this
apportionment had taken place two years ago instead of now—
when Mr. Reed was Speaker and Mr. Dingley the leader of the
majority—if he thinks such a bill as this would ever have been
reported here? .

. HEPBURN. Oh, Mr. Speaker, Iremember well the potency
of the Speaker. [Laughter.] Iremember that a particular indi-
vidual at the time mentioned had his great power as an individunal
reenforced by the surrender of my power and that of every other
member of this House into his hands. Whether he could have
gon%-é)lled the committee I do not know, but I am inclined to

oubt it.

Mr. Speaker, I want this House to have the largest number of
persons that it can to discharge the business that it has to trans-
act; but I do not want its number to be so augmented as will
furnish an argument for the binding of the hands of the individual
members of the House. And I know, and every one of you know,
that it will be urged, and that it will have its effect npon certain
members who have to vote upon a question of the rules before
they have had an opportunity to chafe under the restraints and
tyrannies of those rules.

And I know that when the placid gentleman now occupying
the chair. the leader upon this side, my venerable friend on my
right, and a corresponding number of gentlemen occupying cor-
responding positions on that side of the House, in the early days
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of the session, when the neophyte is here and has not been hazed
[laughter], he sees them standing up as advocates of a retention
of the rules without change, he naturally says to himself, ‘ This
must be all right, or such leaders, who have the confidence of the
American people, would not be their advocates,” forgetting, or
never knowing in his innocence. that these gentlemen belong to
the charmed circle [laughter]; that these gentlemen, because of
their great eminence, because of their marked and recognized
superiority, have a power in this House that is above rule, or that
compels the amelioration of the rulein their behalf whenever they
propose to invoke it.

Mr. Speaker, I heard a gentleman in this debate, in support of this
enlarged number, say that this Hounse could do whatever it chose.
I want to deny that statement. I make the assertion here that
there is no proposition that affects the people of my State or of
any one of the States that an individual member can secure even
consideration of without he first addresses himself to another
Representative and gets the consent of that Representative. [Ap-
plause.] Iremember of hearing my friend on my right once say
that under the rules of this House the House could do whatever
it chose. I would yield to him a moment for the purpose of ask-
ing him if, after retiection, he would contradict the statement that
I have here so deliberately made?

Mr. GROSVENOR. After the very high compliment that the
gentleman from Iowa has seen fit to bestow on me I would not
contradict anything that he would say. [Laughter.]

Mr. HEPBURN. Thank you. Inow appreciate the value of

compliments, and I shall henceforth use them in the place of ar-
guments, [Laughter.l Mr. Speaker, the statement that I have
made is a grave one. It ought not to be made without delibera-
tion. I ought not to say to the American people that the whole
scheme and plan of the Constitution with regard to this House of
Representatives is subverted, destroyed, annihilated by the rules
of this House without it was trme. And I will ask any gentle-
man, and I will yield to him if he will undertake to tell us, how
any proposition can be brought before this House without it re-
ceives the assent of the Speaker of the House. And even then,
with reference to a great majority of propositions, how can it be
brought to the House after it once has gone into the bosom of a
committee and that committee does not see fit to report it?
" Every member upon this floor, 356 of us, may be anxious for
the adoption of a pro]gosit.ion, and it can not be brought to the
consideration of the House by any possible means known to the
law without the consent of that gentleman into whose hands you
and I have surrendered the political power of our constituents.

Now, Mr. Speaker, what 18 the excuse for this? Mind you, I

am not criticising the old Speakers or the new. I have nocom-
plaint to make of the manner in which they administer their
power., Iam guarreling with ourselves, and we will be asked to
continue this robbery of ourselves, this wrong to our constitu-
ents, this surrender of their political power—for it is theirs, gen-
tlemen, and not yours or mine—we will be asked to continue this,
Why? Because the House is so large, because it is so unwieldy,
because the confusion is so great, that business can not be trans-
acted without it. Therefore from time to time the surrender is
made.
I want that we shall act on this bill go that we will not give
added force to declarations that are made in that behalf in the
near future. I think that even with the number that we have
there is confusion. My friend called attention to it to-day when
the important matter was being settled as to when we should
reach a vote upon this question. Time and again the gentleman
from Tennessee [Mr. RiIcHARDSON] was compelled fo rise in his
place and insist thatalthough important business was being trans-
acted publicly here upon the tloor he conld not hear a word
that was said. He conld not tell whether to object or not, and
the efforts which the Speaker vigorously exerted time and again
were necessary in order to get that slight measure of order that
would permit even the gentleman seated where he is to hear what
was going on in the House, I do not want this number to be en-
larged. I do not believe there is wisdom in the enlargement.

This bill, as it is presented by the committee, seeks no political
advantage—none. Itis fair, Ithink, on that question. ewould
gain, as Republicans, something under the bill prolposed by the
minority, but if we are going after things political, I am not con-
tent with that. I want to go further. I want to increase the
membership just 12 more—only 12, gentlemen, only 12. [Langh-
ter.] As one gentleman said a little while ago, ‘‘ Twenty-nine
will make no appreciable difference in the manner of conducting
the business in the House.” And if it will not, then the House
with the addition of 12 more—only 12—will not make any appre-
ciable difference in the transactions of the business of the House,
and it will give to the poor, defenseless Republican majority here
an advantage of 15, I take it, in some future House; and if we are

oiug after political advantages, I want to go for the largest num-
ﬁer. That is the largest number we can possibly secure in any of
the propositions that are made between 850 and 400, and if we are

to be moved by political considerations, I want to tell you, gentle-
men, my lofty soul can not be moved by a paltry 7. [Laughter.]
I want 15. [Laughter and applause.]

Here the hammer fell. ]

r. LONG. Mr. Speaker, we certainly have been much inter-
ested and instructed by the spezch of the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. HEPBURN]; but if we did not know that the bill under con-
sideration was one to apportion Representatives, we would think
that he had been discussing a proposed amendment to the rules of
the House.

I have listened before to the gentleman’s criticisms on our rules,
I listened to his great speech at the beginning of the Fifty-fourth
Congress, when I first became a member of the House., Irealized
then his power as a speaker, and the justness of some of his criti-
cisms, but I remember that the rules were adopted in that Con-
gress notwithstanding his objections,

I was not in the Fifty-fifth Congress, but the REcorD shows
that he made the same criticisms then. He omitted to make
objection, for some reason, at the time of the adoption of the
rules of the House in the present Congress, but makes his criti-
cisms to-day instead. I remind the gentleman of the fact thatthe
rules of the House under which we are now proceeding were
adopted first in the Fifty-first Congress, when the membership of
the House was 325 instead of 357; and I would like to know
whether these rules are any more objectionable in a House of 357
than they were in a House of 825, The gentleman’s objection is
to our rules and our procedure under them, not to the size of the
House.

1 speak to-day in favor of the proposition for a larger House, I
sgey in favor of the proposition for a House that will recognize
the increase of population in this country in the last ten years. I
am in fayor of a House that will follow the precedents of half a
century by an increase in membership to kaega%aoe with the in-
crease in population. Iam not willing to go back to the appor-
tionment act of 1850 as a guide for my footsteps, even though it
is indorsed by the gentleman from Iowa.

But while I differ from him in regard to the size of the House,
I agree with him that it is impossible under the Constitution to
do equal and exact justice to all the States in an apportionment
bill. The members of this House were certainly convinced of that
fact by the criticism which the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
HopxkixNs] made on the bill of the minority, that it did injustice
to certain States; and they also realized from the speech of the
gentleman from Maine [Mr. LITTLEFIELD] that the bill of the ma-
jority did injustice to some of the States.

The statements of these two gentlemen are absolutely correct
and show the impossibility of enacting a law that will exactly
apportion Representatives among the several States.

The Gonstimtio:;&)rovides that Representativesand direct taxes
ghall be apportioned among the several States according to their
respective numbers. Direct taxes can be exactly so apportioned.
When the amount of the tax is determined it can be apportioned
among the States according to their respective numbers, for the
reason that a dollar can be divided into 100 parts, and those parts,
by the use of fractions, can be still further divided, so there is no
difficulty about the apportionment of direct taxes to an absolute
certainty.

But when we come to the apportionment of Representatives,
and assume a certain number as the size of the House, a difficulty
arises from the fact that the population of the different States
varies, and it is impossible to divide a Representative. If the
population of each State could be accurately and equally divided
by any ratio and no remainder left, then Representatives counld
be apportioned with the same accuracy and equality as direct
taxes. But this can not be done, and so from the organization of
the Government up to this time, every ten years when an appor-
tionment bill is up for consideration, this question has been de-
bated and discussed and has been the cause of as much argu-
ment and controversyas any nonpolitical question that hasarisen
in Congress, It has attracted the attention of the best minds of
the century.

From the time that George Washington vetoed the first appor-
tionment bill, after full consultation with his Cabinet that in-
cluded Hamilton and Jefferson, down through the century, we
find that Mddison, WeDster, Clay, Trumbull, Conkling, Edmunds,
Garfield, and many other statesmen of the country have given
their best thonght to this question of making the apportionment
of Representatives as nearly fair and equitable as is possible under
the circumstances.

THE BILLS OF THE MAJORITY AND MINORITY OF THE COMMITTEE.

I call attention to the fact that the bill of the majority, on a
computation of 357 members, gives on even division 335, while
there are 4,595,126 persons who are unreprezented after that
division. What does the bill of the majority do? It gives repre-
sentation to the four States of Delaware, Idaho, Nevada, and Wy-
oming. It is compelled to do that under the provision of the
Constitution which requires that each State shall have at least
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one Representative, Then it takes 18 of the largest fractions in
the different States and accords Representatives on those frac-
tions. Then the majority, in effect, say:

We can go no further. Our process uses fractions until we
reach 857 only, and we are compelled to leave 23 States with frac-
tions aggregating 1,384,468 without any representation on those
fractions.

What does the bill of the minority do? On even division, on
a computation of 384, it secures 860. Then, after giving those
4 States Representatives, which it is compelled to do under
the Constitution, it takes 22 other States with major fractions
and accords them Representatives on their fractions, and then
the minority say, ** We are unable to accord representation to
1,021,056 persons in the United States,” In their bill they accord
representation to 253,712 more persons in the different States than
the bill of the majority, and, in my opinion, that is getting
nearer to exact justice, nearer to equity and the rights of all the
States than does the bill of the majority. Now, what is the dif-
ference between the two methods? In what respect do they differ
in theiﬁ%}an of operation?

Mr, HEPBURN. MayIinterrupt the gentleman a moment?

Mr, LONG. Cgrtainl_y. | i

Mr, HEPBURN. Iwishtoask the gentleman, under his ratio—
under the table 384—after making the divisions and aggregating
the remainder, does he not have a larger number unrepresented
than under the table of 357?

Mr, LONG. Wedonot. The difference is 253,712 in favor of
our Proposit.ion. We give representation to that many more

ple.

Mr, HEPBURN. If the gentleman will allow me to correct
him, under the tableof 357 the remainder is 4,595,126, Under the
table of 384 the remainder is 4,660,386.

Mr. LONG. If my friend from Iowa will remember, I have
just given those figures; but the bill of the majority accords Repre-
sentatives to fractions, until the remainder, 4,595,126, is reduced
to 1,384,468,

Mr. HEPBURN. Those are minority fractions, are they not?

Mr. LONG. No; they are only minor fractions in Nevada and
Wyoming which, under the Constitution, receive one Representa-
tive each. There are major fractions in all other cases. The bill
of the minority accords Representatives on fractions and reduces
the remainder, 4,460,386, to 1,031,056, This bill reduces it 253,712
more than the majority bill does. The unrepresented population
in the United States is 253,712 fewer under the minority bill than
under that of the majority, and I ask the gentleman from Iowa
whether that is not nearer to exact justice in an apportionment
than the bill of the majority?

Mr. HEPBURN, I do not think it makes any difference one
way or the other as a matter of justice.

Mr. LONG. That is the difference between the gentleman and
myself. I think Congress under the Constitution should adopt
such method or methods, such process or processes, that will give
representation to as many people in the different States as possi-
ble andn.}{save as few people in the different States unrepresented
as possible.

Mr. HEPBURN. Then, let me ask the gentleman why he does
not go still further, so that his divisor will be a less number? The
smaller the divisor the more certainty there is of having exact
and equal justice in the distribution of power. Why not go to
400 as the total membership of the House?

Mr. LONG. Will the gentleman presentan amendment for 400?

Mr. HEPBURN., You are talking about what ought to be done.

Mr. LONG. Is the gentleman ready to proposesuch an amend-
ment?

Mr, HEPBURN. Certainly not. .

Mr, LONG. If he will propose it, I will support it.

Mr. HEPBURN. But in your anxiety about doing exact jus-
tice why do gou not go still further?

. LONG. In the minority bill we have recognized the in-
creased population in the country since the last census, as I will
show before I conclude, and we have enlarged the House, follow-
ing the precedents of prior apportionments. We have made no

eater increase than was made in the apportionment of 1882 and
in that of 1891, ;

THE DIFFEREXCE IN METHODS BETWEEN THE BILLS.

The difference between the two bills is this: The gentleman from
Ilinois—and I would like to have the attention of my genial friend
from that State—the gentleman from Illinois takes 357 as the fixed
number. Hedivides the constitutional population of all the States
by that. He gets the ratio in that manner. Then he divides the
population of the different States by that divisor and obtains a
certain number on even division, and that number is 335,

He has a number of fractions left over in the different States.
He accords representation to the 4 States of Delaware, Idaho,
Nevada, and Wyoming, as he is compelled to do under the con-
gtitutional provision that each State must have at least 1 Repre-

sentative, and then to the 18 States having the largest fractionshe
accords Representatives. When hereachesthe number 857 he says,
‘“Even though I have done injustice to Colorado, Florida, and
North Dakota in not givinF them representation on their major
fractions, yet I am compelled to refrain from doingso because my
process will not admit of it.”

The minority of the committee believe with him that there
shonld be a certain assumed number as the size of the House, but
they differ from him in this, that they do not believe that that
number shonld be absolutely fixed and invariable. They believe
that it is just and right to vary from that number whenever it is
necessary to %i\'e representation to major fractions,

& Mr. HOPEINS. Will it trouble the gentleman if I interrupt
im?

Mr. LONG. Notat all.

Mr. HOPKINS. Ido not desire to interfere with the gentle- °
man at all. On that principle, if you wanted to carry that on so
as to take care of every major fraction, is it not a fact that you
can not stop short of 395?

Mr, LONG. Itis afact under your process.

Mr, HOPKINS. We will not eall it anybody’s process, but un-
der the figures presented by the Director of the Census, and under
which, it 1s claimed by the minority of the committee, the bill is
in part framed, is it not a fact that in order to have all the major
fractions cared for you can not stop short of 395, with a ratio of
188,7747

Mr. LONG, It isa fact that you can stop anywhere you want
tostop. You can assume any number you want to assume in the
first instance, and then, in making your division, do it with the
undez-standi]:\%er the time that you are not bound to the original
assumed number, but that you must go on and give representa-
tion to the major fractions until you give representation to every
major fraction that exists.

Mr. HOPKINS. Now, if my friend will allow me, under the
bill that is advocated by the gentleman, with the number that
they propose to fix as the membership of the House, there are ma-
jor fractions in both the States of New York and Pennsylvania,
and if you include those States it will keep you on until your each
the number 395, at which number you dispose of all of the major
fractions and allow each State representation.

Mr. LONG. I want the gentleman’s attention once more, and
I hope that he will be fair on this question.

Mr, HOPKINS. Oh, certainly.

Mr. LONG. Thecomputation is made on the Table 384; but on
that computation 2 States, and 2 States only, have major fractions
unrepresented—the States of Virginia and Nebraska. When you
take the Table 386 and attempt to give representation to eve
major fraction on that table you find that you have 6 States m‘tz
major fractions—Iowa, Maine, Massachusetts, Michigan, Ne-
braska, and Ohio. That iswhen you take 886; but when you take
384 youn only have 2 States under the table without representation
on major fractions. ;

Mr, HOPKINS. Now, right there. When you take 386, then
there are 6 States instead of 2 that have major fractions.

Mr. LONG. That is right; that is, when you make the compu-
tation on 386.

Mr. HOPKINS. Then you keep on increasing in order to dis-
Eose of the major fractions until you get to 395, and at 395 no

tate loses anything and every State is treated exactly alike.

Mr. LONG. I domnotadmit that it is nece-sary to go to 305. I
hope the gentleman will understand that. He is wedded to a par-
ticular process that recognizes only a sufficient number of fractions
to reach the original number. This House, in my opinion, is not
tied to that ﬁﬁicular TOCESS.

Mr. HOP 8. I do not desire to interrupt the gentleman
unnecessarily, but I wish to say this: I have never contended that
the House did not have the right to do whatever it chose. My
proposition has been that if you take a process in order fo deter-
mine the membership of the House, science and mathematics
require you to follow it out and to treat every State alike under
that process.

Mr. LONG. Iwant tocall theattention of the gentlemanagain
to the fact that we donot believe in following his process without
any variations.

Mr. HOPKINS, No; but the gentleman must bear in mind that
in mathematics you have got to follow out a proposition to its
logical result. You can not take 384 and give representation to
part of the States, and then adopt some other process, because
that is not treating the States fa.u-ti'. Either you must take the
process and follow it through to its logical, legitimate, and mathe-
matical result, or you must abandon 1% entu’e%‘ y and then makeup
your representation on some system of your own.

Mr. LONG. Not at all. The gentleman speaks of doing in-
justice to States, I have admitted that this process of yours and
the plan under which the minority are O}ggmting will result in
injustice to some States. If that was not the sitnation we would
not be discussing this bill here to-day.
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THE WEBSTER REPORT OF 1832,

I now call the gentleman’s attention to the controversy that we
had the other day, when, during the course of his remarks, he
claimed that he was acﬁiaﬁunder the plan laid down by Mr. Web-
ster, and he said that Mr, Webster in the Senate amendment
adopted a certain number, and that by according Representatives
to all major fractions he reached the original number that he had
assumed 1n the first instance. I want to call his attention to the
fact that he has made a misstatement in that respect and has at-
tempted to mislead the House.

is question has been the subject of great and extended dis-
cussion, simply on account of the fractions that remained after
dividirtlg the population of the different States by the ratio that
was either assumed or found on some preliminary basis.
_ From the first apportionment down to 1832 fractions in every
instance were disregarded, and no representation was given
on them. In 1832 the House u%nln a bill denying repre-
sentation on fractions. It reached the Senate and, after some
consideration, was referred to a committee, of which Mr. Webster
was chairman. A report was made on the bill in which the whole
alllaestion was fully discussed. Like every other question to which
t great constitutional lawyer and statesman directed his atten-
tion, he proceeded to illumine the whole subject, and his report
has formed the basis of much of the discussion on this question
since that time.

In the first place, in this report Mr. Webster lays down the doc-
trine of the inability to do equal and exact justice to all. He
states that it is im ble to make an apportionment that is ex-
actly just and equitable to all States; and he says that part of the
Constitution which requires us to apportion members among the
several States according to their respective numbers means as
near as may be; and that is what we are endeavoring to do, And
he farther i.ﬂ.‘id down this proposition: :

The next be observed is that the Constitntion prescribes no -
ticnlar Rroo?ébslzlgyt:hicg this apportionment is to be wrought out. Itm
plainly described the end to be accomplished, viz, the nearest approach to

mhﬁvmumt‘y of representation among the States; and whatever accom-
plishes end, and nothing else, is the true process.

Further on he says that—

It may be necessary to employ several processes in order to accomplish
the nea.r{mt approach to amt? jugtice amonpg- the different States. "

There is one proposition that Mr. Webster lays down that I want
to call to the attention of the gentleman from Illinois, and that is
the one we are contending for; and it runs through an entire po-
litical system. When we apportion delegates in our political
conventions in the different States we accord representation for
80 many votes cast for a certain candidate in a previous election
in the township or county, and one for every major fraction. All
over the country representation in State and district conventions
is given to major fractions, and I insist that we should recognize
this principle in the passage of this bill, asit always has been done,
with the ax%_ﬁ%im of the act of 1830,

Mr, HOP S. Now will the gentleman allow me, right there?

Mr. LONG. Certainly.

Mr, HOPKINS. In your bill as you report it are there mnot
States with major fractions that are unrepresented?

Mr, LONG. There are not.

Mr, HOPKINS, Doss not the gentleman know that in the
State of Pennsylvania, under the minority bill, there is a major
fraction of 120,515 that is unrepresented under thaf bill?

Mr. LONG. The State of Pennsylvania?

Mr. HOPKINS. Yes, sir.

Mr. LONG. The State of Pennsylvania has a fraction of 88,201,
which is not a major fraction.

Mr. HOPKINS. On what membership?

Mr. LONG. On acompuiation of 3884,

Mr. HOPKINS. Three hundred and eighty-four. Is your bill

icated on a membership of this House of 384 or 3867

Mr, LONG. Our proposition is—

Mr, HOPKINS. wer my question,

Mr. LONG. I will answerit. We finally make a House of 886.

Mr. HOPKINS. Then, with 386, the tables show that there are
120,515 people in Pennsylvania that are resented.

Mr. LONG. We are bound by the Constitution and not by the
gentleman's tables.

Mr, THROPP. Will the gentleman permit me an inquiry?

Mr, LONG. Certainly.

Mr, THROPP, With reference to the fraction of which the
gentleman from Illinois has spoken. If yon make your bill 388,
which is 2 more, Pennsylvania will have 33 members, an increase
of 3 members instead of an increase of 2 members, as ghe has
under the Burleigh bill. Further than that, if the gentleman
wishes to reach the right conclusion, the only one thatis right, as he
says they wish to, and therefore he claims he presents the better
method, he can reduce the total minorities from 1,300,000 to 1,000,-
000, and by makinﬁ this House 895 members every State with a
ma_or fraction will be taken care of and 13 minority fractions
will remain, and this will leave only 419,017 unrepresented.

Mr. LONG. Will the gentleman from Pennsylvania present
such an amendment?

My, LONG,  Fas 1% the support of the Pennsylvania delegation?

T, : i supporto ennsy.

Mr. THROPP. I do not know whether it has or not.

Mr, LONG. I wish the gentleman would ascertain.

Mr. THROPP. I only bring up the question now, so that the
gentleman can consider it.

Mr, LONG. I understand we can assume any number in the
first place as the size of the House. That is recognized in this
report. That is the basis and has been the basis of all apportion-
ments, but we are not bound to work out a House and stop at that
assumed number. That is the principle we assert. I want now
to call the attention of the gentleman from Illinois—

Mr. HOPKINS. You have if all the time.

Mr. LONG (continuing). To what this report says in regard
to major fractions:

If the view thus taken of the rights of the States and the duties of Con-

gress be the correct view, then the plan pro in the amendment is in
no just rense a representation of fractions. But su it was otherwise;
suppose a direct provision were made for auowiﬁ a resentative to every
Btate in whose population, it being first divided by a commmon ratio, there
should be found a fraction half the amount of that ratio, what
constitutional objection could be fairly urged against such a provision? Let
it be always remembered that the provides only fora
fraction exceeding the moiety of the ratio; for the committee admit at
once that the tation of fractions less than a moiety is unconstitu-
tional, because, should a member be allowed toa State for such a fraction,
it wounld be certain that her representation would not be so near her exact
t as it was before.

t the allowance of a member for a major fraction is a direct approxi-
mation toward justice and equality. There a; to the committee to be
nothing either in the letter or the spirit of the mmtion opposed to such
a mode of apportionment. On the contrary, it seems entirely consistent with
the verﬁ;gziect which the Constitution contemplated and well calculated to
accomp t. The argument commonly u st it is that it is neces-
sary to apply some one common divisor and to abide by its results.

And further on in the report the rule is stated to be this:

Let the rule be that the whole number of the proposed House shall be ap-
portioned among the several States according to their respective numbers,
giving to each State that number of members which come nearest to her ex-
act mathematical part or rtion; or. let the rule be that the population
of each State shall be divided a common divisor, and that, in addition to
the number of members resulting from such division, a member shall be al-
lowed to each State whose fraction exceeds a moiety of the divisor.

Unless, says the gentleman from Illinois, you reach the origi
number that you started with, and if yon do, you must stop short,
and go no further. What does Webster say?

It is true that there ng be some numbers assumed for the composition of
the House of Representatives, to which, if the rule were applied, the result
might give a member to the House more than was pro

The same as it does in the minority bill. The same as it does
under the majority bill. What then?

But it will be al to t this by altering th posed ber,
bg_n%ding one to tfgst;..ﬁhig ogg?l?:m it; sg. that tl]JlJ% a%pg: oon.ﬂél:ftgd nl;
objection to the rule.

‘What does the gentleman from Illinoissay? ¢ Stop! Youmust
not go any further than the number assumed in the first instance.”

Now, what were the facts as to this amendment in the Senate,
the gentleman from Illinois to the contrary notwithstanding? In
the amendment reported, the size of the House wasin blank and the
apportionment to the different States was in blank. Mr. Web-
ster demanded a vote on the principle whether or not fractions
should be given representation, and the vote of the Senate was a
tie, 22 to 22, and the Vice-President cast his vote in favor of the
‘Webster proposition, and the principle was indorsed by the Senate,

Mr. HOPKINS. Does the gentleman indorse all that Mr. Web-
ster sais in that report?

Mr. LONG. I do not know whether I indorse all that he says
or not. I have found nothing yet that I do not indorse, but there
may be some things in it upon which I might take the gentleman
from Illinois rather than Mr. Webster. [Laughter.] But on
this proposition, and what this particular amendmenf was, I
would rather take Mr. Webster.

Mr. HOPKINS. Will the gentleman allow me to read a line or
two from Mr, Webster’s report?

Mr. LONG. If it is not too long.

Mr. HOPKINS. Itis only a line or two,

It i.senonﬁl that the State presents her own re; tation on the floor
of Congress in the mode she chooses to present it. the State were to give
one portion of her territ a Representative for 25.000 persons, and to the
rest a Representative only for 5,000, it would be an act of unjust legislation,
doubtless, but it would be wholly heyond the redress of any power of Con-
gress, because the Constitution has left all this to the State itself.

Does the gentleman from Kansas approve of that?

Mr. LONG. Ido.

Mr. HOPKINS, All right.

Mr. LONG (continning). The minority and the majority bills

to the contrary notwithstanding.
Mr., HOPKINS., Well, you are prepared to take anything.
[Laughter.

Mr. LONG. The principle being indorsed by the Senate, what
happened? Two hundred and fifty-six was posed in the Sen-
ate and voted down, Two hundred and -one was proposed
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and accepted, and that was the Senate amendment; and if the
gentleman from Illinois had read the report that he said he had
in his desk, he would have learned the way and manner in which
the Senate arrived at thenumber 251. The number assumed was
250, and then they accorded a Representative to every major frac-
tion,and that increased the House to 251, the same as by assuming
884, as is done in the minority bill, and according representation to
every major fraction you make a House of 386. When this amend-
ment came back to the House it was referred to a committee of
which Mr. James K. Polk, afterwards President of the United
States, was chairman, and he made a report against recognizin
fractions atall. Mr. Edward Everett, of Elaasa.chusetts, presen

a minority report. I want to call the attention of the gentleman
from Illinois to the statement made in that minority report:

But while the minority of the committee are decidedly of opinion that the

laws of equity and the fair interpretation of the Constitution require an ap-
portionment on the principles of the amendment of the Senate, they recom-

mend to the House to adopt a different number, viz, 266. This number has
the advantage of retaining to each State its present representation in Con-
gress—

A matter that does not seem toconcern the gentleman from Illi-
nois—
an advantage not possessed b{ the number 251. It is an additional recom-
mendation of the number 256 that it is the exact mathematical result of the
rule of proportion, applied according to the principles maintained in the fore-
going statement. Inapportioning a House of 250, the result isa House of 251—

And that is what the Senate did—

and if 251 be the number assumed the aggregate result wonld be 252. Al-
though in practice there is no inconvenience in this result and the principle
of the nearest possible np&mch to exact mathematical proportion remains
unimpaired, the nnumber 256 has the advantage of being free from this real or
supposed objection. The minority of the committee accordingly recommend
an amendment to the amendment of the Senate, in virtue of which the Houss
will consist of 256 members, distributed in such a manner that each State will
have that number assigned it which comes the nearest possible to the exact
proportion which the population of the State bears to the Union.

That is what the minority of that committee, through Edward
Everett, said; and if the Senate had adopted 256, the gentleman
would be right in his aasumﬁtion that they utilized all the major
fractions and reached only their original number. But the num-
ber which the Senate adopted being 251, he was incorrect in his
statement.

Mr. HOPKINS. The gentleman has been kind enough to refer
to the minority report in that case. Does he not know that the
majority report, presented by Mr, Polk (subsequently President
of the United States), said that—

The amendment fixed the number of Representatives in this Hounse at 251
members: and it is to be observed that there is no ratio or common divisor
that can be selected which will equally apply to the separate population of
the States?

So that the controversy between the House and the Senate was
not so much as to whether every majority fraction should be rep-
resented as it was whether any fractions at all should be repre-
sented. Up to that time, from the foundation of the Government,
fractions had been disregarded in all apportionments. The House

repared a bill on that basis and sent it to the Senate; and the
ganabe. under the leadership of Mr. Webster, found the inequali-
ties such that they adopted a new ratio to take care of major frac-
tions. They prepared a bill for 251 Representatives, which took
care of the major fractions.

Mr, LONG, They did nof prepare a bill which assumed 251 in
the first instance as the number, Their amendment assnmed 250
as the number; and if the gentleman wants any more evidence on
that point, I will call his attention to the statement of Senator
Dickerson as to how that number was obtained.

Mr, HOPKINS. I do not care how it originated. My proposi-
tion is this: The Senate struck out all of the House bill and sent
back to the House a bill providing for a membership of 251,
which membership took care of the major fractions.

Mr. LONG. How did they reach that number?

Mr. HOPKINS. That is immaterial for the purposes of this
argument,

Mr. LONG, Itisnot. Thatis the difference here between the
majority and minority bills. The gentleman says that becanse
we exceed the number that we first assumed we are violating the
Constitution and all the rules of mathematical certainty. We

say no,

Mr. HOPKINS, The gentleman knows that by taking 251 as
the number they took care of every major fraction. Did they
not?

Mr. LONG. They in the first instance took 250, and then, tak-
ing care of every major {ractionm, they reached a House of 251,
Now let me read Senator Dickerson's statement.

Mr. HOPKINS. Before the gentleman does that, let me say
this: When the Senate got through with the process which the
gentleman has been talking about, they had a membership of 251,
and everg major fraction was taken care of, was it not?

Mr, LONG. Yes, sir.

Mr. HOPKINS. Now, the difference between that proceeding

and the proceeding adopted in your bill is this: You have delib-
erately taken 884, as you say, and then added 2.

Mr. LONG. We add 2 for the major fractions,

Mr, HOPKINS. But when you get 386, you leave out two
States with major fractions, which the Senate did not do in the
case we are arguing,

Mr. LONG. Which the Senate did do.

Mr, HOPKINS. Oh, no; the Senate took care of all major
fractions.

Mr. LONG. All major fractions on their computation, not on
a computation npon some other divisor. Here is what Senator
Dickerson said as to the basis of the calculation:

The basis of the calculation was for a House of 250,

Does the gentleman understand that?

Mr. HOPKINS. I understand that fully.

Mr. LONG. Two hundred and fifty, not 251,

By applying a common divisor and rejecting the fractions the House was
raduceg to 2?5 These were the Representatives belonging to the aggregate

fractions; thi being given to the States having the highest fractions, would
Exuds [

make a House of 250, ﬂDﬂOl'del§ to the original the calculation. As,

however, Alabama had a fraction less than those of ten cther States, but still
more than a moiety of the common divisor, and as thisState is a new and
i et 1 oo, Tk i Fem it it ek oAt s i
ble that she shcmf’:li have such Eepwsgnmtive. i 5y i

The House refised to adopt the amendment of the Senate. The
Senate finally receded, and the bill was passed without recogniz-
ing any fractions in the apportionment.

t will thus be observed from the reading of this report and the
proceedings under it that Mr., Webster believed that it was right
to assume a certain number as the size of the House; that the
constitutional population of all the States shounld be divided by it,
and the result thus obtained should be used as a divisor to divide
the population of each State; that in addition to the result ob-
tained by dividing the population of each State by this common
divisor, every major fraction should be accorded a Representa-
tive, and that this number should be added to the number ob-
tained on even division, even though the number finally reached
was greater than the one assumed in the first instance.

That is the way they reached 251—Dby recognizing all States with
major fractions.

Mr. HOPKINS. Will the gentleman state to the House—

Mr. LONG. I will have to ask the gentleman to desist If he
has any further questions—

Mr. HOPKINS. The only pointIwasgoing toinquire about—
- Mr. ';JON G. 1askthe gentleman to remember that my time is
imited.

Mr, HOPKINS. Iwillnotoccupy the gentleman’s time further.

THE APPORTIONMENT OF 1842

Mr. LONG. The arguments madein thereport of Mr, Webster
left their impress npon Congress and the country, and the result
was that when the next apportionment was made in 1842, for the
first time in our history, major fractions were r ized and
accorded representation, The act of June 25, 1842, recites the ra-
tio of representation and then says each State shall have Repre-
sentatives equal to the number obtained by dividing the popula-
tion of each State by such ratio and then says:

And of one additional Representative for each State having a fraction

greater than one moiety of the said ratio, computed according to the rulepre-
scribed by the Constitution of the United States.

The bill of the minority does that. The bill of the majori
excludes three States, Colorado, Florida, and North Dakota, whic
have major {ractions.

THE APPORTIONMENT ACT OF 1850,

When we come to the act of May 23, 1850, we find for the first
time thisironclad, unyielding process followed by the gentleman
from Illinois, Two things were attempted to be done by that act,
both of which have failed in every apportionment since and will
fail this time unless the gentleman from Illinois secures the pas-
sage of the bill of the majority and its enactment into law. I.’['Bl'laa
first was that the Congressof 1850 said that this House had become
large enough; thatitnever should be any larger; that thereshould
be no attempt to keep pace with the increase of population; that
the membership of this House should be fixed for all future time
at 233, and in order to avoid the temptation of adding to thenum-
ber or interfering with it they imposed upon the Secretary of the
Interior the daty of making the apportionment under the process.

The act instruets him to divide the population of the United
States by 233; that the resultshould be theratio of apportionment
of Representatives, and that he should divide the population of
each State by this ratio and that the product of this last division
should be the number of Representatives apportioned to such
State; that the loss in the number of Representatives caused by
the fractions remaining in the several Stateson the division of the
population should be compensated for by assigning to so many
States having the largest fractions an additional member each for
its fraction as may be necessary to make the whole number of
Representatives 283. There is the beginning of the process to
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which the gentleman from Illinois is wedded and which he de-
clines to vary in any particular, except that he assumes the num-
ber 357 instead of 233,

It will be observed that this process differs from that laid down by
Mr, Webster in this: It makes no distinction between major and
minor fractions; it only takes a sufficient number of fractions,
having regard to their size, beginning with the highest, which may
be necessary, to reach the original number fixed as the size of the
House.

This method was known for years as the Vinton method, named
after the gentleman who originated it. It wasfollowed inthea

rtionment of 1852 with no variations, but it has never been fol-

owed since, for by following it major fractions would not be
accorded representation.
THE APPORTIONMENT OF 1862 .

In the apportionment of 1862 the Secretary of the Interior ap-
portioned a House of 233 under the law, and submitted his report
to Congress, The House at that time consisted of 239 members,
by reason of the admission of new States, and promptly passed a
bill providing for 6 additional members, so that the size of the
House would not be decreased.

The bill went to the Senate and was considered there. I want
to call attention of the gentleman from Illinois and the House fo
the remarks of Mr, Collamer, of Vermont, He tells how it was
amended. He says:

ke the bill as passed by the House of Representatives, that they should
have their number 239, and then take the census of 1860 and divide the repre-
gntil_t.i:;e population by 239, as their bill proposes; that will ascertain your

%.E‘:hlgn ?g'o onand give Representativestoevery State, according to that repre-
sentative ratio produced by that result, and then give to each State having
the fractions, if by giving them yon will e them nearer to the ratio than
th;iy would be by withholding them, and it will give to just those States
which I have enumerated in my amendment, taking from none.

That made a House of 241, or 233 as apportioned by the Secre-
tary of the Interior and 8 additional as apportioned by the act,
and it was obtained just as the minority have obtained the num-
ber 386 in this case, by taking 239, dividing the population of all
the States, obtaining the ratio, dividing the population of each
State by it, recognizing all major fractions, and reaching a House
;J; 241, The House concurred in the amendment and it e a

W.

THE APPORTIONMENT OF 1872,

The apportionment of 1872 under the Ninth Census was first
made on the basis of a House of 283 members. It was James A.
Garfield’'s amendment in the House that finally was adopted and
incorporated into the bill. A determined effort was made to re-
tain the House at 243, it having increased to that size during the

receding decade by the admission of the States of Nevada and
?Tebraska. The attempt was a failure, and the bill provided for
an increase of 40 in the House. Theact gaverepresentation to all
major fractions.

Scarcely had the bill become a law when it was realized that an
injustice had been done the States of New Hampshire and Ver-
mont. By increasing the House to 283 all other States had saved
the representation that they had at that time except the States of
New Hampshire and Vermont. A supplemental bill was intro-
duced in the House and passed with but very little opposition, the
report of the committee containing this statement:

The recent action of Congress in increasing the size of the House to 283, in
order to save 8 States from a ution in the number of their Representa-
tives, has inclined the committee to recommend a further increase of  mem-
bers, making the whole number 282, which is believed to be the smallest
number that_it.tfon an equitable and constitutional apportionment will leave
each State with at least its present representation.

The committee adopted the method followed by the minority of
our committee, on the basis of an apportionment of 200 members.
It is shown in the report that 278 members would be obtained on
even division and 12 would be secured on fractions; but the com-
mittee did not stop, as the committee that reported this bill did,
when the original number of 290 was reached, but proceeded fur-
ther and gave New Hampshire a Representative on a fraction of
55,450and Floridaoneona fraction of 56,223. Theratiowas131,425;
so these were nof major fractions; but the report stated that the
reason this was done was that greater injustice would be done
each of these States by not giving it the additional Representative
than to other States by giving it.

The bill became a law as it passed the House,

It will thus be seen that the apportionment of 1872, fixing the
House at 292, which in a few years was increased to 203 by the
admission of Colorado, was another instance in which jealous care
was taken to accord Representatives to States with fractions, even
though they did not amount to one-half the ratio.

THE APPORTIONMENT OF 1882,

In the apportionment of 1882, under the Tenth Census, several
propositions were made as to the size of the House, and a bill was
reported fixing the number at 320 members. Finally an amend-
ment was proposed by Mr. Anderson, of Kansas, fixing the number
at 325 and apportioning them under the recognized method, but

this number was selected largely, as is shown by the remarks of
Mr. Anderson, because no State would have a major fraction un-
repre:,gnted and the size of the House would not be unduly in-
creased.

A reference to the table used at that time will show that 809
members were obtained on even division and that the remain-
ing 16 members in order to reach the number 825 utilized all the
major fractions and also two minor fractions, one in the State of
New York and the other in the State of Texas,

THE APPORTIONMENT OF 1801

In the apportionment of 1891 under the Eleventh Census, the
committee of the House reported a bill fixing the number of mem-
bers at 356, and used the following language giving the reasons
for taking this number:

_ Trials were made until a number was found that would give a ratio which
in application would secure each State against any lossin its membershipand
in no instance leave a major fraction. This number was found to be 856.
The ratio was 173,901. The number of members obtained on even division was
339. The additional 17 needed to make the number 356 was secured by giving
another member to each of the States having left to it a major fraction.

The bill passed the House and became a law.

From this history of apportionment it will be seen that since
1850 major fractions have always been accorded representation,
and never in a sinile instance has an apportionment act failed to
do so. Not only that, but in several instances large minor frac-
tions were accorded representation when it was deemed equitable
and fair to doso.

The report of this committee, if adopted, will be the first in-
stancein which major fractions are disregarded and where an arbi-
trary rule or process has been adhered to, even though injustice
is done to several States.

The minority insists that not only should every major fraction
be recognized in making the apportionment, but also, if possible
without securing an unwieldy House, that a number shall be
fixed that will not reduce the representation from any State.
The number, 386, under the bill proposed by the minority secures
this result. Every major fraction is recognized, and a number is
fixed that does not reduce the representation of any State.

KANSAS DURING THE LAST TEN YEARS.

The gentleman from Illinois, in his remarks the other day, had
this to say of Kansas, which I in part represent:

The trouble is not with the bill reported by the committee, but with the
condition existing in the State of Kansas. Kansas has been cursed for ten
long years with Populism. Capital has been driven from the State. Ener-
e The! vouhe sieat s 1 was ton ST so Lo bass A S
e W 5 s .
the race of the Stl;tasngthat- form the Refu]fl?:.ﬁf‘.ftg’y-fﬁ:r cal;:tiggin the

State of Kansas during the ten yes:rs that the Populists have been in power

in that State show a decrease. *
Now,

Mr. Speaker, as 1 was sayiu¥. in 54 counties of Kansasin the last ten
years the population has decreased from one-half of 1 per cent to 6 per cent,
and taking the entire State, it has increased in population only 3 per cent—
less than the births of the State.

It is true that Kansas has gained but 43,000 in population in the
last ten years. But itis not fair to refer to her as a laggard among
the States simply because the last decade has shown this small in-
crease in population. That State, from 1860 to 1870, increased
240 per cenf, and from 1870 to 1880, 173 per cent. Itis a State
wherein progresshas been made under great difficulties, and where
atﬁs t‘gr:lles the courage and fortitude of the people have been sorely

ted.

Great prosperity was apparent everywhere in the closing years
of the decade ending in 1390; but in 1891 times became lxmgd]:and
the prosperity that had been ours to such a remarkable extent,
changed to adversity, In 1893 thiscountrye enced the great-
est panic that has been known since 1837. The prices of farm
products decreased to the lowest pointwithin the memory of men
thenliving, and Kansas, which is usually firstin prosperity, at that
time was first in adversity, and the people of the State early in the
decade began to leave it in great numbers, hoping that in Illinois
and other States they could find prosperity and happiness, which
it was not their fortune to have in the State of lgnnm at that
time. But no sooner had they left the State, and gone to Tllinois
and other States, than this general panic was upon the whole goun-
t'r)[} and they rigretted mang times the change.

Kansas in the midst of her misfortunes attempted to correct
and improve financial conditions by unusual legislation, it is not
the first time in the history of the country that this has been at-
tempted. Kansas has not taken the initiative.

Kansas largely assisted in peopling the new Territory of Okla-
homa, to the south, and many persons that were enumerated in
Kansas in 1800, in 1900 were counted in making up the total pop-
ulation of that great Territory.

Buf as Kansas was first to feel the general panic that swept
over the country early in the decade, so she was first among the
States to feel the return of prosperity when it came, and during
the last four rgflm and especially during the last two, she has
made wonde advancement in recuperating the wasted for-
tunes of her people and in returning to her old-time prosperity
and enterprise,
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The value of the live stock and other farm products of Kansas
during the last year increased in value $28,000,000 over that of
the previous year, and the value of those products during the
last two years has increased $66,000,000. The banks of the State
are overflowing with money deposited by its citizens, They
have not only paid off their mortgages and discharged their other
obligations, but they are loaning monaﬁ now to the less fortunate
citizens of Illinois and other States of the Republic. [Applause.]

VWhile this progress and improvement has been apparent every-
where in the Fs.st four years, it did not come in time to bring home
our wandering citizens who had gone to Illinois, Missouri, Okla-
homa, and other States and Territories which make a better show-
ing in the returns of the census than Kansas.

ft is unfortunate thatthe chairmanof a t committee should
have referred to the political eccentricities of our great State.
The progressive spirit of our people has always inclined Kansas
to experiment with new plans and policies in political affairs, but
when found of no value she has always been guick to abandon
them., I am myself aliving witness of the political uncertainties
of our State, but I am here to-day not to represent the Repub-
licans of Kansas, the Democrats, or the Populists, but torepresent
the people of the State withont regard to party. If wehave erred
in the past, the gentleman from Illinois should not taunt us with
our wrongdoing, at least after we have fully and completely
reformed.

There are those of us in the State who would like to forget
some things that have happened in the last ten years in the
history of our State, but the gentleman from Illinois insists on
fixing a number for this House that will decrease our representa-
tion for the next ten years; insists that every time a roll call is
had in this House, every time a vote is taken in the Electoral
College, we of Kansas shall be compelled to remember that
once we had 8 Representatives in this House instead of 7, and
once had 10 votes in the electoral college instead of 9. He wants
this State of ours chastised, and this as an object lesson, to be
held up before us continuously for the next ten years, lest we
forget the occurrences of the decade just closed. 1t is not right,
it is not just, that this situation shonld obtain.

Kansas is not here as a suppliant for favor from other States,
She simply asks that a number may be fixed as a size for the
House for the next ten years that will recognize the increase in
the population of the United States. In 1870 the constitutional

pulation of the United States was 38,000,000, and Congress in
Pt?s wisdom fixed the size of the House at 202, By 1880 the House
had increased to 293 by the admission of the State of Colorado.
The population had increased 12,000,000, and was then 50,000,000,
Congress recognized the increase of population and fixed the size
of the House at 323, an increase of 32 Representatives, saying that
32 Representatives should be given fo represent the 12,000,000
people who had been born under or had willingly come tolive under
our flag. In 1800 the population had increased 12,000,000 more,
and was 62,000,000, Con recognized the increase, and at-
tempted to keep pace with it by increasing the size of the House to
856, being an increase of 31, saying, ** We will give 31 members to

resent the 12,000,000 people that we did notf have ten yearsago.”
m?n 1800 the constitutional population of the States increased
12,000,000 more, and was 74,000,000, The House has increased to
837 by the admission of Utah. The majority of the committee,
for the first time in a half century, going back to the precedent of
1850, say there shall be no further increase in the size of the
House of Representatives; that we shall not keep pace with the
increase in population; that 357 members represented 62,000,000
people, and that the same number is sufficient to represent
74,000,000. The minority of the committee say, in line with the
recedents of a half century, “ We recognize the increase in popu-
ation by an increase in the membership of the House of Repre-
sentatives.” They propose the number 386, an increase of 20, and
declare that those 20 members shall be as a recognition of the
12,000,000 people who are now citizens of the United States but
who were not ten years ago.

At this number no concession need be made to Kansas. She is
accorded a Representative under the table following the strict
process adopted by the majority of the committee. The excep-
tions made are in favor of the States of Nebraska and Virginia,
and in making these exceptions we are following the principle
laid down by Mr. Webster, which has formed the basis of the
various apportionments since that time.

Weare tied by no process. We are acting under the Constitution
in making this apportionment, and under this high anthority let
us make an apportionment which will recognize the increase of

opulation during the last ten years by enlarging the House of
resentatives 10 keép pace with the population, and in so doing
treat all the States fairly and justly, as near as may be, under this
provision of the Constitution as interpreted by its greatest ex-
pounder. [Applause.]

Mr. HO S. Mr. Speaker, I yield fifteen minutes o the

gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr, Grow],

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The tleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Grow] is recognized for ﬁﬂg: minutes.
Mr. GROW. . Speaker, in the reapportionment of members

of Congress the first question that arises should be as to the seat-
ing capacity of the in which they are to meet and dobusiness,
for everyone recoﬁnizes that there might be a greater number
than any hall could accommodate. We have the practical experi-
ence with a hall of this size, so it needs no theory about legisla-
tion, no theory as to a proper ratio for representation.

With the Hall before us, the eye settles the question as to capac-
ity and room for doing business. A few more seats might possi-
bly be added, but with those we have it is the experience ¢f
ever{Ibody more than half the time that not half the members of
tlﬁisﬂ ouse can hear what is being said by whoever is entitled to
the floor.

Some one may say that it is the fanlt of disorder. That is par-
tially so, but the larger the Hall and the greater the number of
members the greater will necessarily be the disorder. But one
thing is true, ltisnot in the power of any Speaker of this House,
now or at any time, to keep it in perfect order. There is only one
way that the Hounse can be kept in reasonably good order, and that
is by every member keeping himself in order. The greater the
number the more difficult it is for that to be done.

If the size of the Houseisincreased—Iam not discussing exactly
what it shonld be—but would there be any advantage in having
a larger Hall than this? Now we are crowded; members are
pressing each other on either side in their seats. A few more
seats might be added to this Hall, thus adding to its present dis-
comfort. If that is done, and the number must be increased with
the increase of population, then what can be done at the next cen-
sus? With onr experience in this Hall and the old one it would
seem to be easy to determine what would be the best number for
the size of the House.

The members moved from the old Hallinto this one the first ses-
sion of the Thirty-fifth Congress, The size of the House at that
time was 233, It was thought in that session it wounld be better
to bring the members more closely together and not to have them
spread over the whole of this Hall. The chairs and desks were
removed. The next session plush benches, such as they have in
the British Parliament, were substituted for the chairs. They
remained through the short session, and at the end were then
removed.

1t was found very inconvenient to have no place to lay papers
or books and not very convenient sitting room. I grant the
benches would make more room, but the members of the House,
judging by the trial made in 1858, would not continue benches in
place of desks and chairs. If they would not, then there is no way
of increasing the seating capacity of this Hall to any extent. But
even if that could be done, it would only add to the inconven-
ience in doing business. Probably one-third of the present mem-
bers of the House, in the ordinary course of business, can not hear
what is doing if they retain their seats, even with great effort on
the part of the Speaker to preserve order.

1f the Speaker undertakes to keep the House in order by the use
of the gavel, he makes more noise than the dicorderly members;
and if by the use of his voice, it is only a few minutes and it must
be repeated. The experience of a hundred years with the two
Halls—the old and the new—dissipatesall theories of what should
be the ratio of representation of the people. In the old Hall there
were 233, and I think 241 was the most that ever sat in that Hall,

In this Hall there has been an increase; but in the first session
of the Thirty-seventh Cangress, in July, 1861, there were about
150 members in the House, and that was all; but the full size of
that House was 233, but only 150 took their seats. In the twenty-
eight working days of that session more business was done, more
great, vital, and important legislation was passed than in any one
session of Congress since the Government began. The circum-
stances of that session, it is true, were peculiar. There was no
difficulty in anyone being heard, and business was transacted in-
tel]igentlﬂ. 1t was unnecessary for a member to leave his seat in
order to hear all that was said in the House. With our expe-
rience in the two Houses, why should we attempt to enlarge the
geating capacity of this Hall, for that is what an increase of the
membership means, when it is already too large for the intelligent
transaction of business? It is true the Government could build a
larger Hall, but that would not diminish the difficulty that exists
now, but would increase it.

Mr. Speaker, I make no attack on the rules of the House. Th
are different from those that existed in the old Hall and those that
existed here for a few years after the House moved into this Hall,
But under the old rules the Reporters of the proceedings of Con-

ess kept their seats at their desk, and if the person addressing the
grpaaker could not be heard his h was imperfectly reported.
Then if the Reporters could hear the speech, all the members of
the House could hear.

Now, at the Reporters’ desk scarcely anyone could be heard in
the ordinary proceedings of the House, which is conclusive that
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this Hall is quite large enough, if not larger than a hall should
be, for the transaction of business. A member to-day takes the
floor to discuss some question. He goes down into the area, or
near it, and gathers around him a few members, and a colloguy is
carried on among them, and that is called a deliberative discussion.
In the proceedings in the old House and under the old rules no
member was obliged to address the House by permission of a fel-
low-member. Now no man can address it without such permis-
sion except in rare cases. . i 1

I do not think it is a deliberative body when a Representative
must ask the consent of a fellow-member for time to speak on
great questions. This practice has grown up by reason of the

t number of members. I take it, Mr. Speaker, that in other
ﬁ:?; my sentiments on some of the grave questions in those times
were not particularly popular with the influences that controlled
the House, and had 1 been compelled to rely upon getting the floor
as a favor from the Speaker, or from any member, my voice wonld
have been silent, and so with every other member on a grave
question whose views and opinions differed from those of the con-
trolling element in the Hall. ]

An increase of the members, in my judgment, would only aggra-
vate the evils complained of in doing business in this Hall. There
is not sufficient room now, and the desks have been crowded to-

ether, so that it is almost impossible to add any more, If the
ﬁeak:s are taken out, it will only last one session I am very sure,
The seating capacity of the Hall is what ought to be the size of
the House, ang that can not vary very much from the present
membership. If it did, the argument used to-day for an increase
must come with redoubled force ten years from now.

That States send their young men and women abroad into newer
fields of enterprise in our country is the reason why some States
of the Union will lose in population, and consequently in repre-
sentation. That can not be avoided, regret it as much as we will.
Theseold States that belonged to the original thirteen must nearly
all of them lose a part of their younger population. seeking their
fortunes in the newer West, by which States spring up in the
wildernesswith but a few people to-day,and to-morrow with their
millions.

For a century the younger generation of New England haveleft
the old homestead—left father and mother—and turning their
faces toward the setting san have gone forth fo make for them-
selves a new home. That can not be belped. Therefore, as much
as we regret it that any State in the Union should lose a single

ntative in this Hall in any reapporfionment of population,
it is inevitable. There is no such thing as having a hall large
enough to hold all the Representatives on a ratio of increased pop-
ulation in the next ten and twenty years.

The population of this country so far in our existence has
doubled every thirty years. It will probably do about the same
in the next thirty years, growing from 76,000,000 to at least 125,-
000,000 people. So the time is coming when it is impossible that
the same ratio of representation shall continue unless you build a
hall go large that even the members can not see each other in it.
No scheme could be devised whereby business can be transacted
intelligently and expeditiously with more than a certain number of
Representatives. %hen you add to that number in proportion to
the increase of population, the intelligent transaction of business
becomes impossible.

‘We might as well meet theimpossible to-day as to-morrow. The
same question must be met under the next census, and the next
one,and the same reasons will apply in bothcases. It will beutterly
impossible in a shorf time in the advancing future that the num-
ber of Representatives of the great Republic can be made on any
ratio heretofore existing, That time mustcome. You might just
as well meet the question to-day as then; and if your own con-
venience for the dispatch of business during our term is to be set
aside and inconvenience instead of convenience substituted; if we
are to sacrifice the intelligent transaction of public business in
order to have undiminished representation in the old States, great
and glorious as they are, which by the circumstances of life can
not be helped, we might as well meet that question to-day as any
time, As long as the younger generation seek new fortunes in
new homes, this question is coming to us every decade, and we
might just as well meet it to-day as any other ime. [Applause.]

Here the hammer feﬂ.%
. GRIFFITH., Mr. Speaker, I find that those who support
the minority bill have used np more time than those in support of

the majority. I would like to have the other side use some of
their time.
Mr. HOPKINS. I will yield ten minutes to the gentleman from

North Carolina [Mr. PEARsOX].

Mr, PEARSON. MayIaskifIcanaddtothatthetimeIreceived
from the gentlemen from Indiana [Mr. CRUMPACKER and Mr,
GRIFFITH]|?

Mr. HOPKINS. Oh, there is no objection to that.

Mr. PEARSON, Mr. Speaker, I am greatly obliged to the gen-
tleman from Illinois, who has had a good many attacks made on

him, and parﬁcularlraal am going to vote against his bill. I
can not compress all I would like to say in the time allotted to
me, which I believe, with that which was given to me by the
gentlemen from Indiana, will make twenty-five minutes. I will
not be able to make a *‘ contiguous and compact” speech, to bor-
row the language of the gentleman's bill; but I desire especially
to give to this House, and to my people, the reasons which compel
me to vote against the Crumpacker bill, so called.

Ishall vote for whatis known as the Burleigh bill, knowing that
it will give one more seat to North Carolina, and that that seat
will be filled by a Democrat. I shall vote against the Crum:
measure, knowing that if it should become a law there wounld be
seven members from North Carolina, in the present complexion of
politics there, and every man of them a Democrat, and the seats
now filled by Republicans and which might hereafter be filled by
Republicans from that State would be wiped out.

That may be called a selfish reason,Mr. Speaker. I am opposed
to that measureat this time, first, because we have not the data upon
which to base a uniform and permanent statute. I am opposed
to it because it bears unequally upon certain States. I am op-
posed to it because it inflicts a punishment on North Carolina
which it does not inflict upon Virginia, Georgia, and Alabama,
which States simply take a different method of disfranchising
their voters.

I am opposed to it because the legislation on which it is predi-
cated, so far as my State is concerned, is manifestly unconstitu-
tional; and it is unwise and unjust to base national legislation, to
last for ten years, upon State legislation which is void and will be
so declared within three years from now.

1 am opposed to it, Mr, Speaker, because it excites at an inoppor-
tune moment sectional prejudice and race prejudice at a time
when, thank God, and thanks to the patriotism of William McKin-
ley, there never existed in this country a better state of feeling
between the North and the South, and 1 would not have that feel-
ing disturbed unless we could enact a fair, uniform, permanent
statute, based npon fresh and accurate figures, The laws of Con-
gress, like the laws of nature, ought to operate certainly, equally,
and gradually—not by jerks,

I'want tosay tothe gentleman from Indiana [Mr. CRUMPACKER]
that the figures which he quotes in reference to North Carolina
are manifestly inaccurate.

The censusreturnsindicate that there are seven oreight connties
in North Carolina in which the population in the last decade has
decreased. How wasthat bronghtabout? It wasbroughtaboutby
theemigration of the negroes; and the negroes emigrated from that
State becanse of the harsh measures of the new régime. Certain
counties, and particularly, as my friend from North Carolina [Mr,
KruTrz] knows, the city of Raleigh, felt compelled to makea new
census bylocal authorities. They did not credit the figures of the
Federal census. They did make a new census, and that verified the
Federal returns, but it was fcund the loss was due to the exodus
of h;:egroea, though there has been a normal increase among the
whites.

Therefore, I say to the gentleman from Indiana that his bill at
this time can not be fair, can not be made uniform, and I dare
to say to the American people that when men suppress the right
of suffrage by violence or by fraud they are just as amenable to
reduction in their representation on this floor as when they sup-
press or restrict that suffrage under legal discriminations, under
so-called constitutional enactments,

I should like to address my remarks at this time especially to
my Democratic friends.

If no action is taken at this time on this question, if the Crum-
packer bill fails, I say, as a Sonthern man whose people on both
sides have lived in the South for two hundred years, we might as
well recognize the fact that the time will come when there shall
be an equal power given to every intelligent vote in this country.
The time will come when onevote at the mouth of the Mississippi
River will not be permitted to ontweigh ten votes at the source of
ilﬁstf river. I prefer that we shonld look this matter squarely in

e face.

And let me say to my friends on the Democratic side that when
this race issne was acute—when there was real danger of *‘ negro
domination”—Ivoted with youand against the Republican party,
in spite of the fact that I indorsed itsnational principles. I know
what you understand by race prejudice. But when the time
came in my State that the largest majorities for the Democracy
came from those counties where there was the largest and densest
negro population I conld not be fooled any longer by that cry;
and then I and others joined in the movement which overturned
the Democratic partyin that State. And I say to my friends that
we might as well recognize the fact that the time is coming when
the equilibrium of this Government will not permit such a strain
as that which gives fen times as much power to a Southern vote
as is accorded to a Northern vote. e can not say precisely
when it will come.

Many of us will agree—there is a Republican leader of this House
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who is sitting before me [pointing to Mr. HEPBURN], and another
on my right [Mr. Hopkixs], who will agree—that if Abraham
Lincoln had lived, that if that fateful bullet had not stopped the
throbbing of his great heart, the troubles that grew out of recon-
struction, the troubles that grew out of the enfranchisement of a
great mass of igncrant men all at once, would have been avoided.

But it is just as true—and the historian who writes up this
period of our history will so say—that whatever the fourteenth
amendment may be called, whether it be called a blunder or, as
gsome of you gentlemen would say, a crime, it has failed of its
purpose. Its only Present effect is to give 39 seats in this House
and in the electoral college to the Democratic party, and to throw
upon the Republicans of the nation such charges as the Demo-
crats habitually in each campaign make on account of it. It has
strengthened the hands it intended to curb and crippled the crea-
tures it intended to aid. The fourteenth and fifteenth amend-
ments, instead of being muniments of right, have been converted
into instruments of injustice; instead of being pillars of the Con-
stitution, they have been converted into two black signposts,
pointing deluded believers to their doom. Lincoln’s death was to
the South the loss of her best friend.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from
North Carolina has expired.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. Speaker, my time, as I have already
stated, has been gathered from various quarters; but I was to
have twenty-five minutes altogether.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. From what source doss the gen-
tleman get his time?

Mr. PEARSON. From the very generous gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. CRUMPACKER] five minutes, from the very courteous
gentleman from Illincis ten minutes, and from my distinguished
friend from Indiana [Mr. GRIFFITH] fifteen minutes,

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Buf neither of the gentlemen
from Indiana had any time to give. The debate is being conducted
under the order of the House—

Mr. PEARSON. Then I appeal to the sense of fairness of this
body. It will be remembered that this morning when I withdrew
my opposition to an arrangement then proposed, it was snggested
that an arrangement would be made—

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time is under the control of
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr, Horkins] and the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. GRIFFITH].

Mr. GROW. As it is now so near time of adjournment, and as
no other gentleman probably desires to speak this evening, I sug-
gest that the time of the gentleman from North Carolina be
extended ten minutes. A

Mr. HOPKINS. I have no objection to that if the time is not
taken from our side. .

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman from North Carolina may have in all twenty-five
minutes, to be taken equally from the two sides.

Several MEMBERS., That is right.

Mr. OTEY. I desire to know whether that arrangement would
extend the time for general debate?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It would not.

Mr. OTEY, Then,of course, it wonld have the effect of dimin-
ishing the time already allotted to other gentlemen. Therefore I
object. I am perfectly willing that the general time be extended
fifteen minutes. I ask unanimous consent that the time be so ex-
tended that the %:mtleman may conclude his speech.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Unanimous consent is asked that
the time for general debate be extended fifteen minutes. The
Chair hears no objection; and it is so ordered, Unanimous con-
sent is now asked that the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
PEeARsoN] may proceed for fifteen minutes longer, the additional
time to be taken equally from the two sides. Is there objection?
The Chair hears none.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. Speaker, it seems a Eﬁg that a matter of
this importance should be put through this body in such haste—
in such marked contrast with the process which would be fol-
lowed in the Senate. This is the best proof that we could have
that under the rules of this House we could get along just as well
with 600 members as with 857. [Applause.] Whatever the num-
ber of members, you can take a man off this floor, you can gag
him, you can turn him out of his seat here, without giving him
an opportunity to be intelligently and intelligibly heard.

Yon do not need any better answer to the gentleman from Illi-
nois than the mere fact which we witness now—that it is by beg-
ging and pleading and holding up our hands that we are permitted
to get a few moments to express incoherentlgeaend insufficiently
our views on the greatest question that has been presented here
at this term.

Mr. GAINES, Did the gentleman vote for the present rules of
the Honse?

Mr. PEARSON. I voted for the rules of the House, and I am
glad to say that we have them. 'We can transact more business

here under those rules in two hours than they can at the other
end of the Capitol in ten days.

Mr. GAINES. By gagging everybody?

Mr. PEARSON. And that is the best argument for an increase
in the size of the House. Its business is transacted through its
committees. .The committees are the eyes and ears and arms of
this body, as has been stated by Speaker Reed.

Now, when I was so sunddenly taken off the floor I was about to
say that the bitterness which followed the war and the assassina-
tion of President Lincoln was followed in the South by what was
known as ‘“the Black Codes.” The Black Codes were followed in
the North by what was known as the fourteenth amendment.
Then came military government, and then the horrors of recon-
struction.

Those measures were followed in the South by the secret Kuklux
Klan. The Kuklux Klan was suppressed by rigid prosecutions
emanating from this end of the line; and then, when the secret
organization was suppressed, came the open, bold, unapologetic

-shirt violence of 1876, which captured the State governments,
Then came an attempt at a **force bill,” which passed this House.
ifetltat followed? A Democratic majority of 107, I think, immedi-
ately,

Then there was a repeal of the last vestige of Federal legislation
on the subject of elections. And what followed that? That was
done, as the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. RICHARDSON] knows,
by his party in the Fifty-third Congress, and it received the stout
and almost solid antagonism of the Republican party, but what
was the result? The next House was Republican by over 100
majority, showing that there was a disposition on the part of the
people that elections should be regulated by the several States,

But the most important thing in this series of acts and counter-
acts, of crimination and recrimination, of taliation and retaliation,
if [ may be allowed the expression, the most significant factis a
thing that was omitted, and that is that there has been no at-
tempt in three Republican Congresses to reenact any Federal
statute on the subject of elections. That is the most significant
thing, I believe, that has occurred in six years past.

It means that the leaders of the Reﬂnblican party have deter-
mined to leave to the several States the regulation of the fran-
chise. 1t does not mean that fraunds will be tolerated; it does
not mean that unconstitutional enactments will be made and in-
definitely allowed; but it does mean that whenever these States
in pursuance of the provisions of the Constitution shall so regu-
late their elections as to bear equally upon all their people, neither
this House, this Congress, nor the President is inclined to inter-
fere, and I am glad to recognize that fact.

Instead of appealing to this body for punitive laws or to the
President for troops at the polls, I prefer to %Egeal to the con-
sciences of my people, to the spirit of the old Whigs, which has
always been for honesty and liberty, and I want no better proof
that this appeal will not be in vain than the petitions now circu-
lating in my State demanding a repeal of these monstrous election
laws and signed by Democrats all over the State. 1 insert below
a copy of these petitions, and I know that the fair-minded men
of all parties who have signed these demands will not allow them
to be denied or ignored.

The race prejudice is a thing which many of our Northern
{riends here do not understand. If is not an imaginary concep-
tion or a fancy. It is a concrete, an obdurate, an inexorable
fact. I know it. It is this that has, in my judgment, prevented
the South—the old slave Sonth—from giving a solitary electoral
vote for the Republican party in these fifteen or twenty years

past.

Mr. Speaker, when will there be a President of the United States
chosen from the South? It will be after the measure presented in
the Crumpacker bill, perfected, based upon a uniform and fairlaw,
has been accepted by the South and race prejudice has been soft-
ened or eliminated; not before, I lon%hto see the day when South
Carolina will honestly vote the Republican ticket and Vermont
will voluntarily go Democratic.

Then we will have a free circulation of the currents of political
thought in this country, and until such a day comes there will
not be another President elected from the Southern States. And
this thought embvldens me, here and now, to appeal to my breth-
ren from the South to3 ize the fact that if this measure is
now postponed the initiative would properly come from their
States—from Lonisiana, from North Carolina, from South Caro-
lina, from Mississippi, from Virginia, which will act next month;
from Alabama, which will act during the year; and from the
others, saying, ** Men and brethren, we do not require that our
representation here shall be based upon a yacuum. We do not
require that the negro vote shall be counted in the basis of enu-
meration if it is not counted at the ballot-box. We will delib-
erately surrender a part of our electoral power if we can have
peace in our homes. And when fear is banished from our homes,
then will come charity to our hearts, then will be the wiping
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away of this prejudice which has been the most deterrent forcein
our affairs.”

Why, it is stronger than religion. It is stronger than a man's
conception of his oath to the Constitution. It is stronger even
than the religion of an Arab. It makesmen vote contrary to their
sentiments. There is no discussion of economic, or social, or po-
litical questions, in the broad sense, in the overshadowing presence
of the race issue.

Mr. Speaker, the race prejudice will vanish, but it will take a
long time. The solvent of the race problem will be the alchemy
of years, the long result of time, carrying with it certain forces
which are already at work, which will be constantly at work in
the future—first, the gradual but constant acquisition of property
by the negro; second, the gradual but constant acquisition of
knowledge by the negro; third, the gradual but constant disper-
gion of the ne from the congested centers of the South;
fourth, the grm%;:les but ever increasing division of the negro vote;
and, fifth, more than all that, the accelerating gain of the white
population in the matter of its increase as compared with the
?egroes, which is one of the most interesting questions now be-

ore us.

We hayve a larger natural increase among the whites than among
the blacks, but more than that the immigration natarally pour-
ing into this country, almost all of it white, nearly doubles the

roportion. And so it will go on gaining from year to year, and
in the course of time, under God's providence, that question will
be eliminated, and then will come the dawning of a grander day,
because I know, and I believe I can speak the sentiments of my
friends across the aisle, we are glad that the war between the
States ended as if did.

We are glad that slavery was abolished. I take the liberty of
saying in this presence that Imyself was a slaveholder. Asachild
8 years of age I owned slaves, How could I hal{nmysalf? They
came to me by inheritance. They were mine. the course of
my brief lifetime there is such a change of sentiment on that sub-
ject of slavery and such an abhorrence now in my own heart and
such a feeling against it that I dare say here in this presence and
before the world, as God is my judge, that I, once a slaveholder,
would rathersell myself thisminute than owna slave. [Applause.}

It shows a change, a revulsion, a revolution in sentiment, and
hope to God that on this race question there will be, in the proc-
ess of time, a change. We are glad that slavery was abolished.
‘We are glad that we have not two flags here on this American
continent, not two separate governments with conflicting laws
and antagonistic commercial systems. We are glad that we have
one flag, one country, one common and splendid destiny.

‘When we look back to the life of Lincoln, we feel that we are
moving on in the course and toward the goal for which he prayed,
for which he longed, for which he died; and we are glad at this
time, Mr. Speaker, to find a successor to Abraham Lincoln in the
‘White House who has uttered such words as McKinley nttered at
Atlanta. He touched the Southern heart when he proposed to
take care of the gravesof onrfathers and brothers who died fight-
ing for a cause that we believed to be right. He touched our
hearts when he appointed Lee and the Gordons and Wheeler into
our Army to fight for that flag in foreign lands. He is entitled to
the thanks of the whole country for his magnanimous course, and
he is entitled especially to the thanks of our Southern men, who
always appreciate magnanimity. [Applause.]

AprpESDIX L
[From Asheville Daily Gazette, November 14, 1900.]
HOW THE WRONG WAS RIGHTED—VERDICT IN FPEARSON V8. CRAWFORD.

In the campaign just ended in this district the paramount issue was the
merits of the contest. Mr. Crawford's partisans wore flaming red badges
bearing the inscription “ Right the wrong.” The color indicated wrath, the
words expressed the impatient confidence and WW vengeance of the
manliy bosoms on which the ribbons fluttered. naked returns of the
election tell the rest. We give below the official figures in the six rejected
precinets, which were the only precincts rejected by the House of Represent-
atives in determining the contest:

Vote in rejected precincts.

1898. 1900.
Precinct pis
cinct. an
Pear- |Craw- Craw- -
son. | ford. [Mood¥. fo.q- | gain.
Bouth Waynesville.....cc.oeeeeemeannn. s 313 29 104 202
Iyy, Mol il s 161 172 250 0 169
estome ... e 108 136 12 1 49
Old Fort .......... - 126 187 143 168
Black Mountain .. e B 135 101 145 7
F 2 CErE L e R L RN L 21 74 46 84 15
Net Bepublican gain_ .- _ . | . .o fecii.. e 538

The above figures show that the Republicans gained in every one of the
rejected precincts and actually reversed the Democratic majorities in three
of them. The result shows to the world that the voters in these rejected
precinets did not feel aggrieved. but on the contrary felt rejoiced that the
attempted frauds upon their suffrages had been righteously rebuked.

AppENDIX IL
ANALYSIS OF THE CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AND OF THE ELECTION

LAW OF 1899,
[The following article, which was first published on Senpt.ember 24, 1809,
received the orsement of the Republican State executive committee on

October 18, as follows: “Resolved, That the thanks of the Republicans of the
State are due the Hon. RicaMoxD PEARSON for his able and manly letter on
the pr constitutional amendment and the election law, and that the
committee indorse the views therein expressed.”]

‘We are midway between the elections of 1888 and 1800, Weare far enough
removed from the excitement of both struggles to look backward and to look
forward calmly and dispassionately. Next year North Carolina will be forced
to face the gravest sitnation which has confronted har since 1880

Then the ‘%uastiou was, Will the State secede from the Union? Now the
question is, Will the State viclate the fundamental condition on which she was
readmitted into the Union. And the Democratic voters will have to dezide
whether they will break the solemn promise which their chairman and
u{ﬂcégl head made in their name to the people of the State before the last
election.

The good faith of a sovereign State and the ancient honor of a great party
can not be treated or disposed of lightly; they demand thoughtful, anxious,
and reverent consideration.

THE FUNDAMENTAL CONDITION.

In 1808 the ple of North Carolina adopted a constitution establishing
universal suﬂ!::.%e. and in June of that year the State was readr=itted into
the Union subject to the fundamental condition that her constitutionshould
never be ¢ so as to deprive any citizen or class of citizens of the right
to vote conferred by that constitution.

That fundamental condition is still in force and will continue in force until
the State attempts to break it.

The learned gentlemen who advocate the proposed amendment will not
deny that it contravenes the act of Congress in that it will disfranchise some
citizens upon whom the suffrage was conferred by the act of

These learned gentlemen will hardly pronounce the act of Congress un-
constitutional because the validity of the reconstruction acts has been adju-
dicated by the Supreme Court of the United States, the final arbiter, th
tribunal of last resort, and the great Judge Cooley, in commenting upon
this exercise of Federal power (Cons. Lim., p. 3 n), aelinglg observea:

* It suflices for the present to say that &ng-rem claimed, insisted mfon.
and enforced the right to prescribe the steps to be taken and the conditions
ttﬁ bclajo;merved in order to restore these States to their former positions in

e Union.”

And he ex&;resaas the—

_“ Hope_sn‘ trust that the occasion for discussing such questions will never

arise again.”
THE DEMOCRATIC PLEDGE.

In September, 1803, Mr. F. M. Simmons, chairman of the State Democratic
committee, issued to the people of the State an address, which was botha
promise and a protest, in which he uses these words:

** For the past twenty years or more, just before every election, the Repub-
lican speakers, at their midnight meetings, have been in the habit of telling
the negro if the Democrats came into power the right to vote would be taken
away from them.

W t, they told them if the Democrats got the State government t&:’g

would disfranchise them. The Democrats got the State government,
did not disfranchise them. Then they told themif the Democrats elected a
President they would disfranchise them. The Democratselecteda President,
and the{ did not disfranchise them. Then they told them if the Democrats
got control of Congress they would disfranchise them. The Democrats got
control of Con and did not disfranchise them. All along the honest
white men of the State laughed at these lies, and marveled that the negro
did not have sense enough to see that he was duped.

* Finally the negro If began to see through the trick. He had ‘seen
the Democrats in full power in the State for twenty-two and had
ranchise him,

learned from experience that that party did not gnr:{)oso tod
and he, too, began to langh at these liars, and ly refused to be fright-
ened by their rot any longer. So the old Republican scarecrow had to be
hauled down and put awnf).e L

“They know that the Democratic party has always stood for manhood
suffrage, and they know that the Democratic party will never, under an
circumstances under the sun, consent to the ge of any law which
take from them, however r and ignorant they may be, the right to vote,
or which will in any way h or lessen that great privilege.

IT GAINED VOTES.

P! circumstantial, so earnest, so indgn.mh. so plausible.
and sofortified by political history that it almost compelled belief; it sile:
the warnings of intelligent Republicans and nllnyese the suspicions of the
timid ag(in}fnomnt and gained votes by the thousands for the Democrats,
i'% actu ﬂg carried the black district and carried the county of Halifax by
000 majority.

And yet, with that promise fresh on his lips, without ex&anntton and
without apology, Mr. Simmons himself inaugurates and leads the movement
to disfranchise the men he had promised to defend: to sacrifice the vietims
whom his promise had deluded; to betray the confidence which had gained
for him the victory.

It should be borne in mind that the act of the assembly in 1874 calling the
constitutional convention required every delegate to that convention to take
an oath that they **shall not reguire or propose any educational q tion
for office or for voting."

The proportion, both of negroes and of illiterates, in the State at that time
was much greater than it is now. What would be said of the delegates to
that convention if they had violated the oath and proceeded to the
*grandfather clause” and to extol the hereditary instinet of the white man
in locating his vote as proven by the hereditary instinet of the setter dog in
his God-given faculty of locating the quail? ;

The only difference between the former case and the present is that thero
the members took the cath mdivlﬂuﬂ.]lllgh and here Mr. Simmons, as chair-
man, makes the pledge for his party. e sanction and binding force u
the honor and conscience is the same. Our amazement at the course of Mr.
Simmons is increased by the following from the Washington Post of last
winter:

This promise was so

WHAT SENATOR CAFFERY SAID.
“It was learned yesterday that theaction of the North Carolina legislature

in regard to a constitutional provision for the restriction of suffrage was
largely based upon a visit e to this cit bg several lead North Caro-
lina Democrats. Among others to whom the delegation talked was Benator

CA¥FERY, of Lonisiana, and the Lonisiana plan has been accepted by the North
Carolinians. It provides that a voter whose father and grandfather voted in
any State lnrior to January 1, 1867, shall be exempt from the ‘groge‘rty and
’%%ﬁ‘éf“’“? qualifications prescribed in the other articles of the Btate con-
8 ¥
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This means, of course, that it disfranchises the negro.

‘At the same time Senator CAFFERY, as he said frank
to inform the delegation that he did not the as constitu-
tional. ‘It creates a pri c ! he said, ‘and I told the people of my
State that it would not stand a test when they adopted it. If the legislature
of North Carolina has acce the game provision, I believe that they will
find their work undone for them as soon as the matter is brought before the
United Btates Snpreme Court.’”

Notwil this advice of Senator CA¥FERY, in which his colleague.
Senator MCENERY, formerly chief justice of Louisiana, fully concurs,and in
which the Post says every ** jurisconsult” in the land concurs, most of the
learned gentlemen in North Carolina who have favored the public with their
views in advocacy of the amendment start out by “assuming * the constitu-
tionality of the measure. In the light of the decisions of our Suprems Court
reviewing the political acts of the present legislature the impartial layman
would be j in assuming quite the reverse, becanse the court has been
overruling these acts in almost every instances,

It is amazing that the learned advocates of this measure—men of excellent
and approved common sense, who avow their purpose boldly—should fancy
% };ﬁay have successfully concealed that purpcse in a perip! tic form of

on.
The ostrich on the desert, with his head in the sand and his body ﬂmed,
is the only bird which conecludes that he is successfully concealed in in-
teresting attitude and that nobody can see him becausa he can see nobody.

PROMISE MADE TO BLACKS AND WHITES.

Alr. Simmons's anteelection promise was made with equal force and with
e%.l solemmnity to black illiterates and to white illiterates.

© noW promises “Wt vehemence of and m rious roll-

- ing of the eia that he not disfranchise any white man, * however poor

and ignorant.”

lect of the State, will
naturally inquire whether a person who & promise to a black man can
be trusted to keep a g;:unha to a white and, further, to inquire in what
code of morals the color of the i i:ﬁlrutha obligation of thet’f:mise‘
and, further, to inquire if in court of conscience and of honor help-
lessness of tﬁe promisee and his inability to enforce performance does not
increase rather than diminish the sanction of the promise.

These illiterate whites, before their salvation to Mr, Simmons, will
be moved further to inquire at what particular point in his lively career did
Mr. Simmons evince his special mgnrd for the rights of the **poor and igno-
rant" white man. If they go back to 1836 they will find that Mr. Simmons
disfranchised some 2,000 voters in Vance and Warren counties, not so much
o&n the ground of color as because they had voted against Mr. Simmons for

gress.

And if they go back to 1892 they will find that Mr. Simmons, operating un-
der the dedsfn;n of Harris vs. Bearboro, disfranchised 49,000 votar’: not on ac-
count of color, but becauss their names were not written in the rﬁ'lstmtitm
books with sufficient fullness and ty to suit the refined, critical,
and exacting taste of Mr. Simmons,

And they will find that the Federal House of Representatives, containing
a of ats, overrnled Mr. Simmons’s scheme of disfranchise-
ment in case of Williams vs. Settle, and that the people made haste in 1864
to overthrow Mr. Simmons at the polls, and the Supreme Court effectively
suppressed his methods by their ruling in Quinn vs. Lattimore. In spite of
all this, though tlydisfigured and somewhat discredited. here he comes
again, still una’ ed, asking poor and ignorant men to trust his naked prom-
ises and to accept his constitutional m which have been tried and found
wanting, tested and tattered and shat by the people, the courts, and the

Congress.
SEPARATE LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.

I take the liberty of saying that I am to negro domination and
have never feared such domination since mdbsmma the banner Demo-
i sty S o S t legislatare, chapter 488, entitled

y indorse of the presen r entit

“An act to restore good government to the counties of Iﬁ?orth Carolina,”
which gives certain counties in the east a separate form of Fvemment. I
advocated a similar measure in the legisiature of 1897, and I insisted upon
section f, chapter 135, of the laws of 18#5—in fact, wrote the original draft of
the section providing for bipartisan of commissioners in certain con-
tingencies. The aim and the effect of this provision has been to safeguard
the financial interests of these counties and render impossible incompetent
or corrupt control by either blacks or whites,

In my judgment separate county government law makes the proposed
amendment wholly unnecessary.

SUMMARY OF REASONE.
I now snbmit, without fear of argument, a summary of my reasons for
the amendment: ™ Y

g 5
. 1am opposed to it because I am convinced that it conflicts with the Fed-
eral Constitution.
2. I am opposed to it becanse I know and its advocates do not deniynthst it
{Iiolntes the act of Congress by which the State was readmitted into the

8. I am opposed to it because I, along with g,very registered voter in the
State, have taken an oath to su&;:.)rt the Constitution and laws of the United
Btates, and I can not violate law which readmitted the State without

violating my oath.
4. I amopposed to it because I can not accept the invitation of its most elo-
mﬁ advocate * to sink my conscience for the public good.” I deny the pos-
b,

These men, whose ignorance is lﬁduahthen

ty of promoting public good by sinking private conscience.
Tam o to it because it recﬁirns payment of poll tax as a prerequi-
site to voting, and this will nnavoidably increase corruption in politics.

6. lamopposed toit becanse it will disfranchise all or noneof theilliterates,
both black and white. If it disfranchises none, it will be & useless and mis-
chievous agitation. If it disfranchises all, it will be an act of eruelty and per-
fidy without parallel.

. Iamo d toit becanse, instead of eliminating forever the negro ques-
tion. if it is literally construed and strictly enf it must leave the ballot
in the hands of 54,000 negroes, 40,000 who can read and 14,000 half-hreeds, mu-
lattoes, and quadroons, while it will take nwaznthe ballot from the humble,
docile, and inoffensive black in the country who live on the farms and are
voting more and more with the men whose lands they till, if kindly treated
by their landowners.

8 Iam opposed to it because it is not needed in the East, where separated
local governments are already established, and because it is not wanted in
the West by either Democrats or Eepnblicaus.

am to it because under the best construction its operation will
be a failure and under the worse construction its operation will be & crime.

10. I am opposed to it because I believe the more complately we treat the
negro as a hrute without rights the moere completely he will act as a brute
without obligation, and use 1 eve that it is dangerous to the law and
order, and progress of the State to have within her borders a great
body of men without master, without protection, without guide, without

without

hope, her restraint than the fear of
oy ear of punishment, and without

the pangs of hunger and §

NEW ELECTION LAW ¥OID.

Our new election law is the product of a eross between the Goebel
Kentucky and the Tillman law of South Carolina. i

The child bears a striking resemblance to both ts,
The human of our machine is drawn from Goebel, the mechanical
is drawn from TILLMAN; but the worst partsare drawn from the brain of the

anthor, who stands, like an_acrobat, with one foot on Goebel's shoulder, the
other on TILLMAN'S shoulder, and performs feats of daring which outclass
his supporters and place him deservedly in the rank of Machiavelli

The origin of our law is seen by a glanceat the following parallel:

GOEBEL ELECTION LAW. EIMMOXS ELECTION LAW.

SEeC. 1. The general assembly shall | SEc. 4. That there shall be a State
at its present session elect three com- | board of elections consis of seven
missioners, whoshall be styled **The | discreet persons, who shall be elect-
btﬂie board of election commission- | ors, elected by the general assembly
era.” at its present session.

SEC.2. Baid State board of election SEC. 5. That there shall be in every
commissioners shall annually, not | county in the State a county board of
later than the month of Beptember, | elections, to consist of three discreet
appoint three election commissioners E!rsom whoareelectorsinthecounty
for each connty, who shall be styled which they are to act, who be
*“The county rd of election com- | appointed as%;ereinufterpmﬂdad by
missioners.” the State board of elections.

SEec. 3, Said county board shall an-
nually, not later than the month of
October, appoint for each election
precinet in the county two judges,
one clerk, and one sheriff of tion
to act as such in their precinet.

WATTERSON DESCRIBES THE GOEBEL LAW.

'(Il'haz (_'.‘Eonrier-.'.l' ournal, in an editorial written by Henry Watterson himself,
said of it:

*The people may well stand aghast before the revo!uhann.g’ election bill
which has, like some dread monster, suddenly emerged from the fastness of
fassion and error through which the legislature has been threading its tor-

Wous way.

*It is safe to say that the anmals of free government will be sought in vain
for anything approaching it in shameless effrontery and unconcealed de-
formity. The records of reconstruction furnish nothing to compare with it.
The Brownlow despotism at its worst ventured upon nothing so boldly,
wholly bad asthis,

SEC. 7. That it shall be the duty of
the county board of elections in each
county to appoint all re rs and
Jjudges of election in their respective
counties.

*Inall the force bills meditated by the radicals in Congress during the
daysof reconstruction there were discernible some pretense or pretext, some
lingering memory of republican instincts and traditions. Even in the plebi-
scites of Lgui.s Napoleon there was the outward display of a just electoral
process and p !

“This force gives the voters of Kentucky not a ray of hope. It makes
no claim or show of fairness. It places exclusively in tho hands of three
irresponsible persons, to be named by the authors of the measure itself, the
entire electoral machinery of the State. That is the whole of it. In one
word and at one fell swoop Kentucky is to become the subject of a trinmvi-
rate which is to decide who shall hold office and who shall not.”

THE KEW LAW.

Mr. Simmons to have overlooked one great truth in toxicology—
that a grain of will kill the victim, but an ounce of the same poison
will so shock the stomach that it will be rejected. Dr. S8immons has admin-
istered an overdose. The act, chapter 507, laws of 1809, entitled “"An act to
regulate elections,” i3 unconstitutional and void because:

. It requires an educational qualification.

e i

confers ar’ Ppowers upon registrars u e

4. It denies the fundamental ts of man.

Ever since the Halifax convention, that is to say, during a period of one
hundred and twenty-four years, every election law in force in North Caro-
liushasmadta&t.he uty of the judges of election to deposit the ballotsin the
proper ballot boxes.

ow, for the first time in the State’s history, this provision is significantly
omitted. and the voter must deposit his own ballot, and if he puts it in the
wrong box, the ballot is void
ANOTHER REQUIREMENT.

Thereare not lessthan five boxes in a general election. Therefore in order
to exercise the right of suffrage the voter must be able to read the labels on
the different boxes.

This requirement conflicts with article 6, section 1, of our constitution, and
is therefore void.

B&%"he law, section 11, requires the registrar to ask the applicant for reg-
on:

“Whether he has listed for taxation his poll tax for the eurrent yearin
which he proposes to register and for the year next preceding, if liable to
pay a hx " 2

And further, the same section provides:

“That if ang applicant for registration who is itted to register shall
confess upon his examination under cath at the @ he is admitted to
istration that he has not listed his poll for taxation for the current year
that year, or if he shall admit that the time of his said application {'s after
the time fixed by law for listing taxes, or did not list his poll for taxation
for the year next prewdinﬁ. it shall be the duty of the registras to cer;iﬂ.tx
said fact or facts to the clerk of the superior court of his county, and the

clerk shall hand such certificate to the solicitor for the district at the next
term of the superior court, and the solicitor shall, without delay, draw and
send to the grand gjl.lsw a bill of indictment against such elector so registering
for failure to list poll tax.”

INDICTMEST OF VOTERS.

The law says to the voter, * If you vote without listing your poll tax, you

shall be indicted.”

It is idle to contend that this does not make the listing of thepoll for taxa-
tion a prerequisite to voting. Where is the man who will stand an indict-
ment in order to enjoy the luxury of voting?

This requirement of the law isin conflict with Articla VT, section 1, of our
constitation, and is therefors void.

In Van Bokkelen ve. Canaday (73 N. C. R.,p. 222), the court declares: “ The
eneral assembly can not in any way change the qualifications of voters in
state, county, township, city, or town elections.™

And in road vs. ers (72 N. C. R., p. 492).

The constitution defines who are the qualified voters of a county (Ars. VI,
sec. 1): and the legislature can not ¢ the qualifications.

In the law which we are considering the 1 lature bas attempted to force
upcn the people the very qualifications on w. they have inv&ed the peo-
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ple to pronounce judgment in the form of a constitutional amendment. They
attempt to put into operation tests of the right of suffrage before such tests
have been adopted by the pe?le. i

This is condemning a man first and trying him afterwards.

3. After the inten inivoter has proved his qualifications with the most
stringent particularity by the oath of two other voters, and, in addition
tbﬁm‘:io. has himself taken the prescribed oath, we find in section 22 the
following: .

by Prmgided‘ That after such oath shall have been taken the registrars and
judge may nevertheless refuse to permit such person to vote, unless they
mﬂ gatisfled that he is a legal voter.”

In other words, after the applicant has furnished all the proof required by
the law he may nevertheless ge rejected and distranchised by the arbitrary
decision of the registrar and judge.

Inthecase of Van Bokkelen vs. Canaday (73 N.C. R., p. 229), Judge Rodman

BAYS:

?Tha right to vote is property, and no man can be deprived of it *but by
the law of the land,' and the arbitrary will of the registraris not *the law of
the land * in the well-settled meaning of the bill of rights.”

THE MASTER STROKE.

4. We now come to the master stroke.

Bection 23 provides:

“That a of not more than 50 feet in every direction from the polls
or the room in which the election is held may be to and clear of all

. persons except the election officers herein provided, which ﬁm may be
railed or roped off, with a narrow passage leading to and from polls.
* . . * * *

“After the elector has entered the passage no one except the registrar or
judges of election or challengers berel%nutter provided for shall be B]sermitteﬁ
to speak to him or make any signs to him, nor shall he be permitted to speak
or make any signs to anyone except the r trar or judge of election.”

What is 1513 meaning and the object of this most extraord provision?
Remember that the law takes away from the judges the duty of “carefully
depositing the ballot in the ballot box ™ and re the former law declaring
that *‘a ballot found in the wrong box shall presumed to have been put
there by mistake;* thatsection 29, the new law, declares *if a ballot be found
in the box, it shall not be numbered, but shall be void,” so that the
voter must deposit his ballot with his own hand and take the chances of got-
ting it in the right box or of losing his vote. The educated man can read the
labels on the boxes, but the illiterate man, black or white, is hel&lem in this
respect, so that this monstrous provision isaimed exclusively at the ignorant
man, and the purpose in denying him the right of asking questions or making
signs is to increase the chances of his hitting the wrong box. The law thus
becomesan active )ﬁnnner in thecheating, and the State, which has neglected
to educate her children, is ﬁmt in the attitude of mocking their misfor-
tune and of adding to their helplessness. Mind you, the victim in the nar-
ToW passage is a white man and a Democrat; he holds in his hand a ballot
M amendment;' his executioners are two partisan Democrats and
one tended Republican, all favoring the amendment. They tell him to
o lively and Bass along;” he drops his ticket into the legislative box
and it is lost and he is disfranchised. Mr. Simmons, is this the ‘*poor and
ignorant white ' man whom you have promised to protect? Is thislaw the
best proof you can give of your devotion to his rights and interests?

THE RIGHTS OF VOTERS IGNORED.
Do you pretend that this provision will be enforced in the east but not in

the west? The answer is:
** All regulations of the election franchise, however, must be reasonable,
unifo and im They must not have for their purpose, directly or

partial.
. to deny or abridge the constitutional right of citizens to vote or
unnecessarily to impede its exercise; if they do, they must be declared void.”
(Cool:{ Cons. Lim., p. 602.)

8o that your law must be uniform or it will be declared void. The right
to estal separate local governments in the different counties comes from
the express t of power in section 14, Article VII, of the constitution,
but Article VI on suffrage contains no such anthor:tg.

Mr, Simmons must know that our mountain people, Democrats as well as
Republicans, will resent the operation of section 23 of the election law. AMen
who cherish the memories of gs Mountain and Mecklenburg will not per-
mit themselves tobe driven intoa slaughter penlike dumb brutesand denied
the right ““to speak or make signs;™ they will not permit the act of voting,
which they have regarded asan act of pride and dignity, to be converted into
an act of personal h tion and shame.

You mEtht Jjust as well require them to crawl throu
on their all fours, sprinkle dust on their heads, and
salaam " to your election bailiffs.

You might just as well deny the right of a lost traveler to ask whichis the
right as deny to the bewildered voter the right to ask which is the right

box.
The law, in denying the fundamental n*i?hts of the citizen and the natural
rights of man, is in conflict with our hill of rights, and is therefore void.

. Simmons, have you never read these words of Chatham:

“The poorest man may in his cottage bid deflance to all the forces of the
Crown. It may be frail, its roof may shake. the wind may blow through it,
the storm may enter, the rain may enter, but the King of England may not
enter. All his force dare not cross the threshold of the ruined tenement.”

And I am bold enough to tell you that the force of all your election bailiffs
dare not invade the constitutional rights of the poorest illiterate white man

in these mountains.
BICHMOND PEARSON.

the narrow passage
us offer the * grand

ArpPENDIX ITL
PETITION FOR AMENDMENT OF EXISTING ELECTION LAW.

To the honorable the General Assembly of North Carolina:

The undersigned citizens and voters of North Carolina respectfully and
humbly petition your honorable body to amend the existing election lgw in

the following particulars, to wit:
First. That sections 83 and 89 be repealed, so as to restore the functions
since the foundation of our Government.

which have helnn%ed to the judiei
Second. That the registrars s be required before enteriu&eu their
uties of

ggtiies H) take an cath to discharge honestly and impartially
eir office.

Third. That the judges of election shall carefully deposit the ballots in
the proper ballot boxes, and that ballots found in the wrong box, if the poll
list shows that such ballots have been honestly cast, but misplaced, shall not
be void, but shall be counted according to the manifest will of the voter.

Fourth. That any officer of election who knowingly and willfully commits
frand shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction shall be punished

by fine and imprisonment.
Fifth. That one member of each county board of elections shall beof a

different tical party from that of the other two members of the board.
And the judges of election, chosen under section 17 of the existing law to
represent the minority party, shall be selected from a list of names of honest
and competent men presented to the several county boards of election by the
chairman of the county executive committee representing such minority

Si{th_ That in passing upon the qualifications of an elector the officers of
election shall be bound by the ordinary and long-established rules of evidence.

We respectfully submit that these demands are reasonable, that they are
founded upon manifest principles of justice, and are essential to the honest
expression gf the popular wﬂf the foundation stone of a republican form of
governmen:

ArPENDIX IV.
LETTER OF EXPLANATION TO ACCOMPANY THE PETITION.

DEAR 8ir: The demands set forth in the accompanying petition are so
simple and reascnable that an explanation seems y necessary. As the
constitntional amendment goes into effect before the date of the next general
election, there can be no honest excuse, even among partisans, to refuse to
allow the voters who may still be ontitie_d to vote 4 reasonably fair expres-
sion of their will, and it is confldently believed that thousands of fair-minded
Demoerats will join in the effort to secure this result and sign the petition
for that purpose.

The first demand, if granted by the legislature, simply restores to the
courts the right to issue writs of mandamus and injunction in cases where
election officers refuse to do their duty or openly violate their duty. These
great writs have never heretofore been suspended in North Carolina in time

£ 4
i 'Bhaseonnddamnnddmplyraqutrasthar trars to take an oath to dis-

charge their duty honestly and impartially. No officer will refuse to take an
oath unless he intends to commit a fraud.
The third demand requires the judges to de t the ballots in the proper

ballot box. This law has been upon our statute books for one hundred and
twenty-three years—in fact, ever since the formation of the State. But it
was repealed by the legislature of 1880, and in many places during the August
election the voters were re%uired fo deposit their own ballots, and of conrse
the illiterate voters were thus subjected to an unconstitutional test. The
people of Transylvania County lost the representative of their choice solely
becaunse the judges of election of Brevard required the voters to deposit their
own ballots, which in many instances went into the wrong box and were thus
destroyed as completelyasif they had been cast in thefire. The honest men
of North Carolina will not submit to the permanent enforcement of this un-
}nsti., tgmal. and unconstitutional provision, but will eagerly join in the demand
or i

The fourth demand simply provides that an election officer who willfully
commits fraud shall be punished. Who will deny the manifest justice of
this demand?

The fifth demand provides for minority representation on the county and
precinct boards of election, and reqboums that the officers who are chosen to
represent the minority party shall be honestand competent, instead of being
corrupt and illiterate, as many of them confessedly were at the August elec-
tion. Republicans would naturally fer to select an honest Democrat as
their representative rather than a onest Republican.

The sixth demand simply requires that the election officers, in passing
upon the qualifications of electors, and as such acting in a judicial ecapacity,
shall be bouud by the same rules of evidence as waulg govern superior court
Jjudges in their functions.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE,

A message from the Senate, by Mr. PrATT, one of its clerks,
announced that the Senate had passed joint resolution of the fol-
lowilggi title; in which the concurrence of the House was re-
quested:

8. R. 145. Joint resolution aunthorizing the Secretary of War to

nt permits to the executive committee on inangural ceremonies

or use of reservations or public spaces in the city of Washing-

ton on the occasion of the inauguration of the President-elect, on
March 4, 1901, ete.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as follows.
To Mr. HEaTWOLE, for one week, on account of sickness.
To Mr, BuTLER, until Thursday next, on account of sickness in
his family. >
To Mr. SyirH of Illinois, for ten days, on account of important
business.
CHANGE OF REFERENCE,

By unanimous consent, the Committee on Invalid Pensions was
discharged from the further consideration of the bill 8. 812, and
the same was referred to the Committee on Military Affairs,

And then, on motion of Mr. HoPkiNs (at 5 o'clock and 10 min-
utes p. m.), the House adjourned.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, the following executive commu-

ilicationa were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
OWS:

A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting. with a letter
from the Chief of Engineers, report of examination and survey of
Brazos River, Texas—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors,
and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a copy
of a communication from the Commissioner of Internal Revenue
submitting draft of a bill for pagi:ug the claim of P. A, McLain—
to the Committee on Claims, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a copy
of a communication from the Postmaster-General submitting an
estimate of appropriation for pneumatic-tube service—to the
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C:imtz.:&ttae on the Post-Office and Post-Roads, and ordered to be
printed.

A letter from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans-
mitting a copy of the findings of fact in the case of William F.
Taylor, administrator of Cassandra S. Price, deceased, against
the United States—to the Committee on War Claims, and ordered
to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, relating to the re-
lief of the Fourth Arkansas Mounted Infantry—to the Committee
on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed.

A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a copy
of a communication from the Architect submitting an estimate
of appropriation for continning work on the post-office and court-
house building in Chicago—to the Committee on Appropriations,
and ordered to be printed.

CHANGE OF REFERENCE.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXTI, committees were discharged from
the consideration of bills of the following titles; which were there-
upon referred as follows:

A bill (H. R. 13168) for the relief of Christian Clisewaner—
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the
Committee on War Claims.

A bill (H. R. 13287) gil)-anting a pension to Carrie Le Baron—
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the
Committee on Pensions,

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS
INTRODUCED.,

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials

?fi It-.h(-} following titles were introduced and severally referred as
OLIOWS:

By Mr. KAHN: A bill (H: R. 13301) prohibiting and regulating
the comin%of Chinese persons into the United States—to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. RUSSELL: A bill (H, R. 13302) to encourage the expor-
tation of manufactured articles of which domestic alcohol is a
constituent—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LOVERING: A bill (H. R. 13303) to make the cur-
rency responsive to the varying needs of business at all seasons
and 1n all sections—to the Committes on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. MINOR: A bill (H. R.13304) to provide for the disposi-
tion of useless papers in the Executive Departments—to the Com-
mitt:: on Disposition of Useless Papers in the Executive Depart-
ments. :

By Mr. MANN: A bill (H, R. 13305) to provide for the erection
of a bronze equestrian statue of the late Brig. Gen. Count Casimir
Pulaski at Washington, D. C.—to the Committee on the Library.

By Mr. McCALL: A bill (H. R. 13306) providing for additional
appointments to United States Naval Academy—to the Commit-
tee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. RIXEY: A bill (H. R. 13307) to provide for the rebuild-
ing of the Aqueduct Bridge, in the District of Columbia—to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. RAY of New York: A bill (H. R. 13308) to amend an
act approved Agﬁat 13, 1894, entitled ‘“An act for the protection
of persons furnishing materials and labor for the construction of
public works "—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ADAMSON: A bill (H. R, 13309) to amend section 19 of
chapter 252, 29 Statutes at Large, approved May 28, 1896—to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H, R.13310) to amend section 3296, Revised Statutes
of the United States—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LAMB (by re%uest): A bill (H. R. 13332) for the relief
of holders and owners of certain District of Columbia special-tax
scrip—to the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. SMALL: A bill (H. R. 13366) authorizing an additional
survey of an inland water route from Norfolk, Va., to Beaufort
Inlet, North Carolina—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. GROUT: A resolution by the general assembly of the
State of Vermont, praying for proper recognition of and reward
for the extraordinary service of Capt. Charles E. Clark, in com-
mand of the battle ship Oregon during the late Spanish war—to
the Committee on Naval Affairs.

Bi Mr. WEEKS: A resolution of the house of representatives
of the State of Michigan, indorsing the Grout bill—to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. SOUTHARD: A concurrent resolution (H. C. Res, 63)
to print 6,000 additional copies of the Report of the Director of
the Mint on the production of the precious metals for the calen-
dar year 1899, and to print 8,000 copies of the Report of the Direc-
tor of the Mint covering the Operations of the Mints and Assay
Officers for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1900—to the Committee
on Printing,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of
?hie1 following titles were introduced and severally referred as

ollows:

By Mr. BANKHEAD: a bill (H.R. 18311) for the benefit of the
léalgal representatives of Asbury Dickins—to the Committee on

alms.

By Mr. BARBER: A bill (H. R. 13312) granting a pension to
Albert Foster—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CAPRON: A bill (H. R. 13813) for the relief of the
heirs and legal representatives of Peter Rubadeau—to the Com-
mittee on Claims.

By Mr. DAVIS: A bill (H. R. 13314) granting an increase of

nsion to Orville E. Campbell—to the Committee on Invalid

‘ensions.

By Mr. DOVENER: A bill (H. R. 13315) for the relief of Gideon
C. Corley—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13316) to restore to the pension rolls the
name of Andrew C. Smith—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. FORDNEY: ADbill (H. R. 13317) granting an increase of
gensi'on to Frederick N. Hopkins—to the Committee on Invalid

ensions

Also, a bill (H. R. 18318) granting an increase of pension to
Mary J. Hill—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13319) granting an increase of pension to
Elizabeth Babcock—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13320) to increase the pension of Lambert
Johnson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 13321} granting a pension to John Wallace—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13322) granting a pension to Hannah Wal-
dron—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13323) for the relief of Almon McNinch—to
the Committee on Military i

Also, a bill (H. R. 13324) amending the record of Frederick
Soloten—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13325) grantiﬁ an honorable discharge to
Frank Paunl—to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 13328) to correct the record of Frederick
Stewart—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. GIBSON: A bill (H. R. 13327) granting a pension to
James Davis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GRIFFITH: A bill (H. R. 13328) granting a pension to
Catharine Wallis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HEPBURN: A bill (H. R. 13329) granting a pension o
Grotius N. Udell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. HENRY of Mississippi: A bill (H. R. 13330) for the re-
lief of Mrs. Kate Skipwith Lemman, Hinds County, Miss.—to the
Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. JACK: A bill (H. R. 13331) granting a pension to Joseph
Nelson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. NEEDHAM: A bill (H. R. 13333) extending Letters
Patent No. 203740, issued to Isaac S. Hyatt, for seven years from
February 19, 1901—to the Committee on Patents.

By Mr. OTEY: A bill (H. R. 13334) for the relief of the State
Savings Bank of Roanoke, Va.—to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr, O'GRADY: A bill (H. R. 13335) to remove the charge of
desertion from the mili record of William H. Battelle—to the
Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 13336) to
compensate Sophie Kosack for injuries sustained and reward her
for bravery displayed in rescuing the imperiled in the * Old Ford's
Theater” t%smater—-to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. RUPPERT: A bill (H. R. 13337) for the relief of Phillip
Hague—to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr.RICHARDSON of Alabama: A bill (H. R. 13338) for the
relief of Thomas H. Streeter—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R.13339) for the relief of the heirs of George W.
Hughes—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 12340) for the relief of Margret L. Watkins—
to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 13341) for the relief of Charity Boyed—to the
Committee on War Claims.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 13342) for the relief of Robert D. Cox—to the
Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13343) for the relief of the heirs of John
Pettipool—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 13344) for the relief of the heirs of Josiah
Springer—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13345) for the relief of Mrs, W. E. Trousdale—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H, R. 13346) for the relief of Mrs, W. R. Britton—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 18347) for the relief of the heirs of John Wil-
son—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13348) for the relief of the heirs of Rebecca
Haley—to the Committee on War Claims.
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Also, a bill (H.R.13349) for the relief of the heirs of Moses
Wright—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H.R.13350) for the relief of the heirs of Stewart
‘Wilson—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H.R.13351) to place the name of Sandy Crawford
on pension roll—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SLAYDEN: A bill (H. R. 13352) for the relief of officers
and men who suffered loss of all personal property by the storm at
Galveston—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. HENRY C. SMITH: A bill (H. R. 13353) granting an
increase of pension to Joseph Gregory—to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 13354) granting an increase of pension fo
James Brown—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SNODGRASS: A bill (H, R. 13355) granting a pension
to Dock Brackin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 18356) increasing pension of Hezekiah E.
Burchard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 13357) granting pension to Hardy Shadwick,
jr.—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 13358) granting a pension to Martin Dis-
mukes—to the Committee on Pensions. .

By Mr. SMITH of Kentucky (by request): A bill (H. R. 13359)
g:i:; the relief of Benjamin F. Lutman—to the Committee on War

1ms.

Also (by request), a bill (H. R. 13360) for the relief of Dennis
Pride—to the Committee on War Claims. .

Also (by request), a bill (H. R. 13361) for the relief of Alderson
T. Keen—to the Committee on War Claims,

Also (by request), a bill (H. R. 13362) for the relief of Colum-
bus B. Allen—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, SPIGHT: A bill (H. R. 13363) for the relief of the estate
of V%illiam Parker—to the Committee on War Claims,

By Mr. TOMPKINS: A bill (H. R. 13364) to refer the claim of
Louis A, Guerber to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on
Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 13365) for the relief of Nancy Rose, light-
house keeper—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-

merce.

By Mr. GILLET of New York: A bill (H. R. 13367) removing
the charge of desertion from the military record of Gilbert
Moore—to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. GRAFF: A bill (H. R. 13868) for the relief of John I
Ersjg. heir of Johnston Craig, deceased—to the Committeeon War

laims,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXTI, the following petitions and papers
were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. BABCOCK: Resolutions of the Baptist Church, Con-

egational Church, and Methodist Church of Bloomington, Wis.,

avoring anti-polygamy amendment to the Constitution—to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BINGHAM: Resolutions of the Philadelphia County
(Pa.) Medical Society, urging favorable legislation for the medical
department of the Army—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, resolutions of the National Wholesale Druggists’ Associa-
tion, opposing the free distribution of medicinal remedies—to the
Committee on Agriculture.

Also, resolution of the Thirty-fourth Annual Encampment of
the Grand Army of the Republic, commending the work accom-
plished by the Gettysburg National Park Commission and ask-
ing for further appropriation to complete the work—to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations,

By Mr. BS JTELL of Illinois: Petition of Mrs. G. P. Fisher and
other citizens of Chicago, Ill., for the relief of Pima and Papago
Indians—to the Committee on Indian Affairs,

Algo, petition of Mrs. Merriam Timolat and other women of
Minneapolis, Minn., in favor of an amendment to the Constitution
against polygamy—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of the Smith-Wallace Shoe Company and other
business firms of Chicago, Ill., for the repeal of the tax of 15 per
cent ad valorem on imported hides—to the Committeeon Ways
and Means.

By Mr. BROMWELL: Petition of the board of trustees, com-
missioners of waterworks, Cincinnati, Ohio, for the defeat of a
bill granting an extension of patent to I. S. Hyatt—to the Com-
mittee on Patents.

Also, petition of A. B. Ratterman & Sons and other manufac-
turers of Cincinnati, Ohio, praying for the removal of the duty
on hides—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr, COONEY: Petition of E. L. Weaver, administrator of
the estate of Felix B. Weaver, late of Greene County, Mo., for
reference of war claim to the Court of Claims—to the Committee
on War Claims.

By Mr. ESCH: Resolutions of the Department of Pennesylvania,

Grand Army of the Republic, commending the work already ac-
complished on the National Military Park at Gettysburg, and
asking that continued aid be given thereto—to the Committee on
Appropriations.

By Mr. FITZGERALD of Massachusetts: Resolutions of the
Massachusetts State Board of Trade, favoring Senate bill No. 727,
known as the ship-subsidy bill—to the Committee on the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

Also, resolutions of the National Association of Agrieultural
Implement and Vehicle Manufacturers, Chicago, Ill., favoring
legislation in regard to irrigation of public lands, surveys, ete.—
to the Committee on Appropriations.

Also, resolutions of Roads Convention, held in Chi g
Il1., asking for an appropriation of $150,000 for the office of Public
Road Inquiry—to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. GIBSON: Paper to accompany House bill granting a
pension to George Owens—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, paper to accompany House bill granting a pension to Wil-
liam Cooper—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GRAFF: Petition of John L Craig, heir of Johnston
Craig, deceased, late of the State of Illinois, for reference of war
claim to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts: Resolutions of the Boston
Paper Trade Association, favoring reciprocal trade relations with
Canada—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GRIFFITH: Paper to accompany House bill No. 12440,
granting an increase of pension to William Brown—to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, statement of Milo J. Bowan, guardian, to accompany
House bill granting an increase of pension to Catharine Wallace—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, pai)ars to accompany House bill No. 13079, granting a pen-
sion to Elymas F, Wilkins—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

Also, petition of J. L. Vinson and 36 other members of the Ep-
worth League, of Brownstown, Ind., favoring uniform marriage
and divorce laws and certain other measures—to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of employees of the Bureau of Animal Industry,
for increase of salaries and other measures—to the Committee on
Agriculture. S

By Mr. GROUT: Petition of Granite Polishers’ Union No. 8642,
of Barre, Vt., favoring the passage of House bills 6582 and 5450—
to the Committee on Labor,

By Mr, HOFFECKER: Resolutions of Pomona Grange of Kent
County, Del., favoring the election of United States Senators by
direct vote of the people—to the Committee on Election of Presi-
dent, Vice-President, and Representatives in Congress.

By Mr. HOPKINS: Petition of Post No. 468, of Downers Grove,
Grand Army of the Republic, Department of 1llinois, favoring the
passage of a graded service-pension bill—to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. JACK: Petition of Cyrus Stouffer and other citizens of
Blairsville, Pa., to accompany House bill granting an increase
of pension to Joseph Nelson—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr. LITTAUER: Petitions of the Presbyterian churches of
Mayfield and Johnstown, N. Y., and Methodist Episcopal Church
of Moira, N. Y., to ratify treaty between civilized nations relative
t‘I(‘)r alﬁgoholic trade in Africa—to the Committee on Aleoholic Liguor

affic.

By Mr. O'GRADY: Papers to accompany House bill to remove
the charge of desertion from the military record of William H.
Battelles—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. OTEY: Petition of F. A. Barnes to accompany House
bill for the relief of the State Savings Bank of Roanoke, Va.—to
the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. OVERSTREET: Petition of the Hendricks-Vance Com-
pany and other business firms of Indianapolis, Ind., for the repeal
of the tax of 15 per cent ad valorem on imported hides—to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama: Papers to accompany
House bill for the relief of the estate of George W. Hughes—to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, papers to accompany House bill for the relief of Thomas
H. Streater—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, papers to accompany House bill to place the name of
%andy Crawford on the pension roll—to the Committee on Invalid

ensions.

By Mr. ROBINSON of Indiana: Petition of Henry Krich, of
Monroeville, Ind., against the establishment of the parcels-post
system—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. RYAN of New York: Petition of Leander Frost and 6
citizens of Buffalo, N. Y., to accompany House bill No. 13282, cor-
recting the military record of the said Leander Frost—to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs,
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By Mr. STEELE: Petition of J. E. Larimer and 21 other inter-
nal-revenue gaugers, storekeepers, etc., of the Sixth Congres-
sional district of Indiana, asking for an increase of pay—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SMITH of Kentucky (by request): Papers to accom-

any House bill granting a pension to Columbus B. Allen—to the
gom.mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SNODGRASS: Papers to accompany House bill grant-
ing a pension to Dock Brackin—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, paper to accompany House bill granting a pension to
Hardy Shadwick, jr.—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, paper to accompany House bill granting an increase of

nsion to Hezekiah E. Burchard—to the Committee on Invalid

ensions.

By Mr. SPRAGUE: Resolutions of the Boston Paper Trade As-
pociation, favoring reciprocal trade between United States and
Canada—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota: Petition of Minneapolis Cham-
ber of Commerce against the passage of House bill No. 1439,
amending the act to regunlate commerce—to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. THOMAS of Iowa: Petition of citizens of Sheldon,
Iowa, in favor of the passage of a service pension bill—to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WEEKS: Petitions of George W. Plough life-saving
crews of Thunder Bay Island, favoring bill to promote efficiency
of Life-Saving Service—to the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries.

By Mr. JAMES R, WILLIAMS: Paper to accompany House
bill for the relief of Sarah A. Tanquary—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, papers to accompany House bill for the relief of Thomas
Sheridan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, papers to accornpany House bill for the relief of Millia
‘Williams—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ZIEGLER: Petition of citizens of the Nineteenth Con-

ional district of Pennsylvania, favoring anti-polygamy
amendment to the Constitution—to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

SENATE.
TUESDAY, January 8, 1901.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. W. H. MiLsurN, D. D.
The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and approved.

ELECTORAL VOTES OF KENTUCKY AND MINNESOTA.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate two com-
munications from the Secretary of State, transmitting certified
copies of the final ascertainment of the electors for President
and Vice-President appointed in the States of Kentucky and
Minnesota; which, with the accompanying papers, were ordered
to lie on the table.

STATUS OF TENNESSEE ENROLLED MILITIA,

The PRESIDENT g;gr:empore laid before the Senate a com-
munication from the tary of War, transmitting, in response
to a resolution of December 18, 1800, a report from the Chief of
the Record and Pension Office relative to the claims of the officers
and enlisted men of the First, Second, Third, Fourth, Fifth, Sixth,
and Seventh regiments of the Enrolled Militia which constituted
a part of the garrison of Memphis and of the western district of
Tennessee, etc.; which, on motion of Mr, TURLEY, was, with the
accompanying papers, ordered to lie on the table, and be printed.
THE PNEUMATIC-TUBE SERVICE.

The PRESIDENT %ro tempore laid before the Senate a com-
munication from the Postmaster-General, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the results of the investigation into the pnenmatic-tube
service for the transmission of mail; which, with the accompany-
ing papers, was referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and
Post-Roads, and ordered to be printed.

FRANCHISES IN PORTO RICO.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com-
munication from the secretary of Porto Rico, transmitting copies
of franchises granted by the executive council of Porto Rico to
the Port America Company and to Ramon Valdes; which, with
the accompanying %apers, was referred to the Committee on the
Pacific Islands and Porto Rico, and ordered to be printed.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J.
BRrOWNING, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had disa-
greed to the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 11820) to
ratity and confirm an agreement with the Cherokee fribe of Indians,
and for other purposes, and the bill (H. R. 11281) to ratify and

confirm an agreement with the Muscogee or Creek tribe of Indians,
and for other purposes; asks conferences with the Senate on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and had appointed
Mr. SHERMAN, Mr, CurTis, and Mr. LITTLE managers at the re-
spective conferences on the part of the House.

EXNROLLED BILL SIGNED.

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House had
signed the enrolled bill (H. R. 163) for the relief of Henry O,
Morse; and it was thereupon signed by the President pro tempore.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

Mr, PLATT of New York presented petitions of the Woman’s
Christian Temperance Union of New York City, the congregations
of the Methodist E:é)iscopal and First Baptist churches of Wells-
ville, and of J. 8. I. Erskine, of Thompson Ridge, all in the State
of New York, praying for the enactment of legislation to prohibit
the sale of intoxicating liguors in Army canteens; which were
ordered to lie on the table.

He also presented petitions of the keepers and erews of the life-
saving stations at Quogue and Tiana, in the State of New York,
praying for the enactment of legislation to promote the efficiency
of the Life-Saving Service and toencourage the saving oflife from
shgwreck; which were referred fo the Committee on Commerce,

e also presented petitions of Laundry Workers' Union, No.
8632, of Berlin; of Federal Labor Union, No. 8271, of Amsterdam;
of the Woodworkers’ Union of Troy; of Brush Makers’ Protective
and Benevolent Association, No. 7394, of New York City; of
Boiler Makers and Iron Shipbuilders Helpers and Heaters’ Union,
No. 8001, of Buffalo, and of Steel Cabinet Workers' Union, No.
7204, of Jamestown, all in the State of New York. praying for the
enactment of legislation to regulate the hours of daily work of
laborers and mechanics, and also to protect free labor from prison
competition; which were referred to the Commiitee on Education
and Labor.

He also presented petitions of Local Grange, No. 827, Patrons
of Husbandry, of Arena: of sundry citizens of Delaware County;
of C. H, Whitcomb, of West Somerset; of Local Grange, No. 693,
Patrons of Husbandry, of Greig; of William G. Head, of Cherry
Valley; of sundry citizens of North Franklin, Elmira, and Chau-
tauqua County; of H. E, Anderson, of Frewsburg; James McCar-
thy, of Woodhull: W, E. Ward, of Albany; E. D. Green, of Ches-
ter; J. D. F. Woolston, of Cortland; of al Grange, No. 235,
Patrons of Husbandry, of Sheridan; of Local Grange, No. 311,
Patrons of Husbandry, of Greece, and of Local Grange, No. 896,
Patrons of Husbandry, of Rhinebeck, all in the State of New
York, praying for the enactment of the so-called Grout bill, to
regulate the manufacture and sale of oleomargarine: which were
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

He also presented a petition of Cottage Grange. No, 829, Patrons
of Husbandry, of West Perrysburg, N. Y., praying for the enact-
ment of legislation to regulate the branding of cheese; which was
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

He also presented the petition of Frederick D. Power, secretary
of the Congressional Temperance Society and also of the Reform
Bureau, praying for the enactment of legislation to prohibit the
sale of intoxicating liquors to native races in Africa; which was
referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. HARRIS presented a petition of sundry citizens of Kansas,
praying for the repeal of the revenue taxongrain products; which
was referred to the Committee on Finance.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Kansas, pray-
ing for the enactment of legislation to prohibit the sale of intoxis
cating liquors in all the insular possessions of the United States;
which was referred to the Committee on the Philippines.

He also presented sundry petitions of citizens of Chautauqua,
and of Cowley and Chautauqua counties, all in the State of Kan-
sas, praying for the enactment of the so-called Grout bill, to reg:
nlate the manufacture and sale of oleomargarine: which were
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

He also presented a memorial of the Live Stock Exchange of
South St. Joseph, Mo., remonstrating against the enactment of
the so-called Grout bill, to regulate the manufacture and sale
of oleomargarina; which was referred to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry.

He also presented a petition of the Michigan State Millers’ As-
sociation, praying for the adoption of certain amendments to the
interstate-commerce law; which was referred to the Committeo
on Interstate Commerce.

He also presented a petition of the Great Atlantic and Pacifio
Tea Company and sundry other wholesale and retail grocers of
the United States, praying for the repeal of the duty on tea:
which was referred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. KENNEY presented a petition of sundry citizens of Ddla-
ware, praying for the adoption of an amendment to the Constitu-
tion providing for the election of United States Senators by a
direct vote of the people; for an appropriation providing for the
extension of free rural mail delivery; for the establishment of
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